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Submission - draft State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021

Dear Mr Cassel,

| write to you in my capacity as Executive General Manager Property at Anglican
Community Services (Anglicare), to register our strong reservation about the Draft

State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021 (Draft SEPP).

Anglicare is a significant provider of retirement living, social and affordable housing,
seniors housing and aged care services in NSW. In the Greater Sydney Region alone,
we employ over 4,000 staff and 2,000 volunteers. Last financial year we delivered $317
million in constructed final product in the Sydney Basin, we have a planned pipeline of
over $200m this financial year and we have over 3,100 Independent Living Units and

over 2,500 aged care beds.

Introducing this Draft SEPP will, in our view, add considerable delay to the already-
complex delivery of social and affordable housing. It will also result in significant cost

implications, which will create new obstacles for our future projects.
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Indeed, the need for this SEPP is unclear to us as an organisation. We see little
requirement to introduce new state policies that may hamper our ability to deliver the
very products that the community needs at a time when there is new demand for

affordable housing and seniors housing.

It is our view that this SEPP will negatively impact approval timeframes for these housing
types by further complicating an already-burdensome assessment process. It is our
current experience that delivering care is seriously compounded by significantly-
increased regulatory requirements, including all the additional compliance issues now
mandated as a result of the Royal Commission into Aged Care Quality and Safety. All
these factors are having profound impacts on the feasibility of seniors housing in NSW
and around Australia because both seniors housing and independent living, is highly

sensitive to both costs and time delays.

This is especially sensitive for Anglicare, as we are a large provider of both social and
affordable housing as part of the Government’s Social and Affordable Housing Fund

within our larger Community Housing Provider portfolio.

Anglicare’s Concerns

We are very concerned that the Draft SEPP will add even greater complexity to the
assessment process, further delaying the delivery of affordable housing and increasing
the risk profile we and other developers would have to manage providing homes for
our residents. When delays in the assessment process become extensive, they are likely
to lead to poor economic and social outcomes for the State of NSW.

We wish to highlight the implications of the Draft SEPP on two of our most critical

products:

(a) Senior Housing; and

(b) Social and Affordable Housing.

The Draft SEPP, in our view, has significant flaws. It brings into the assessment process,

another State Policy that creates new inconsistencies between the Draft SEPP and the



Housing SEPP in relation to seniors housing. This will create confusion for developers

and approval authorities.

Our preference is that the Draft SEPP not be introduced at all, but at a minimum, if this
is not possible, we request that all residential aged care facilities (RACFs) be excluded
from the Draft SEPP. We believe that all the provisions in the Draft SEPP are already
contained in the Design Principles of the Apartment Design Guide (ADG) provisions,
and the ADG controls already apply to all seniors housing construction (including
RACFs) in NSW. Thus, it is superfluous to require new provisions, as contemplated in

the Draft SEPP.

Our concerns with the Draft SEPP in relation to seniors housing, may be further

summarised as follow:

(a) Its application to RACFs will have many unintended consequences,
including definitional inconsistencies of what constitutes “residential

apartment development”.

(b) There are obvious inconsistencies between design controls for both
RACF and Independent Living Units (ILUs) between the Draft SEPP and
the recently-introduced State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing)
2021 (Housing SEPP), refer to Table 1 - Comparative Table on page 8.
This will have clear impact on both costs and approval time frames. Both

are detrimental to the business model for Anglicare.

You may recall that the previously-gazetted Housing SEPP, was introduced after
extensive consultation with industry, including Anglicare. The Housing SEPP already
provides a comprehensive set of controls and design considerations for RACFs and
ILUs, relating specifically to these housing typologies. In our view, the Draft SEPP is not
required to guide design or delivery controls for RACFs and ILUs, as these are already

fully covered in the Housing SEPP.

We also have particular concerns about the way in which the Draft SEPP would apply
more specifically to RACFs, a large part of our principal business. This is because the
design of a RACF is driven largely by its function. While achieving a beautiful design is
important and a given for the financial success of any project, the design of a RACF is
largely determined by its access, circulation and servicing needs. To that extent, having

consent authorities assessing development based on broader, less-defined criteria such



as beauty, amenity and productivity, is unhelpful. These are a given for the success of

RACFs and Anglicare is a proven expert in this field. Including such assessment criteria

will simply delay approvals and confuse officials in the assessment determination

process. This will have both economic and social consequences in the delivery of our

services.

More specifically, in the Draft SEPP:

(a)

clause 13 (of the Draft SEPP) is redundant and should be excluded
entirely or amended. Excluding it, would allow the Design Principles to
remain as relevant considerations, as is presently the case under SEPP

65, rather than applying new more ambiguous requirements; and

clause 30(1) of the Draft SEPP, which serves no purpose, as the ADG
would still apply and already guides consent for all Aged Care and ILUs
in NSW: and

the “neutral or more beneficial outcome” designation contained in clause

20(2)(b), is so vague as to not allow a timely DA assessment to occur.

|n

How is a “neutral” outcome judged, and what may an assessing officer
deem “beneficial”? The best perhaps is simply to ignore the provisions of

the Draft SEPP and achieve the objectives of the ADG.

As currently envisaged, the Draft SEPP would apply to:

(a)

“Residential Apartment Development”, which includes all mixed-use
development with a residential accommodation component. This would
also apply to seniors housing, including RACFs, as a type of residential

accommodation; and

Development of all seniors housing, including a RACF, as state significant
development under Schedule 1 clause 28 of the State Environmental

Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 cl 8(2)(c).



There is also jurisdictional overlap. For example, the following controls in the Housing

SEPP clearly cover the same design principles contained in clauses 14-23 of the Draft

SEPP.

These are:

(a)

compliance requirements for accessibility and utility for both hostels and

ILUs, of which a consent authority must be satisfied (cl 85); and

clause 98 of the Housing SEPP, which prevents the grant of consent
without adequate consideration to the design principles in clauses 99-
105 of the Housing SEPP. These considerations apply to both RACFs and
ILUs and include neighbourhood amenity and streetscape, visual and

acoustic privacy and solar access and design for climate; and

clauses 107 and 108 of the Housing SEPP. These provisions impose non-
discretionary development standards for RACFs and ILUs, which relate to
height, density, internal and external communal open spaces,
landscaped areas, deep soil zones and parking. None of the above is

helpful in achieving either better function or a faster approval.

To illustrate this point, in the enclosed Table we have included a high-level comparison

of some of the existing controls under the Housing SEPP and how they compare with

what is proposed in the draft ADG. It is clear from this comparison that when assessing

a DA for seniors housing, consent authorities will be faced with conflicting

considerations, with no clear way to determine which control should prevail.

Legislative Complexity: Existing Controls vs New Controls

Fundamentally, the Housing SEPP and Draft SEPP, present conflicting requirements.

While the Housing SEPP provides some flexibility by requiring “adequate

consideration” of the design principles, and imposing some design controls as non-

discretionary development standards, so that a stricter standard cannot be required by

the consent authority, the Draft SEPP proposes much stricter legal tests, requiring a



RACF to be “consistent with” other design principles (Refer to Table 1 on Page 8). This

will become unworkable in our view.

Having two different sets of design principles, many of which appear inconsistent, with
varying requirements on application by a consent authority, will likely produce the

following:

(a) confusion as to what can and cannot be approved, where the
requirements are inconsistent. This would be compounded by the fact
that the Draft SEPP and the Housing SEPP are both empowered to

equally prevail in the case of any inconsistency.

Also, in cases, a non-discretionary development standard in the Housing
SEPP establishes a lesser standard than the Draft SEPP, the consent
authority cannot require a greater standard than what is required by the
Housing SEPP, but will have to somehow also assess compliance with the

Draft SEPP.

(b) Also, since the controls in the ADG are not specific to RACFs, while those
in the Housing SEPP are, design considerations for a RACF and its
function and servicing needs, such as parking, solar access and private

open space are better left in one SEPP: the Housing SEPP.

Further, we firmly believe that there will be delay in the assessment process, if the Draft
SEPP comes into force. This would be particularly true for councils that are not

adequately resourced to assess the complexity entailed in subjective design matters.

To address the significant issues set out above, the following are suggested:

Dropping the implementation of the Draft SEPP in its entirety. This is the simplest and

best solution in our considered view; or
At a minimum, allowing RACFs to be excluded from the operation of the Draft SEPP; or

If implemented, the Draft SEPP should also provide that the Housing SEPP will prevail to
the extent of any inconsistency between it and the Draft SEPP, so that the Housing SEPP

will prevail for all types of seniors housing.



Additional Issues: Draft SEPP and The ADG

We also wish to highlight an additional issue arising from the way that the Draft SEPP
proposes to incorporate ADG requirements into the assessment of development
applications. When it was first introduced in 2015, the ADG was only ever intended to
provide general guidance to achieving the nine (9) Design Quality Principles contained
in State Environmental Planning Policy No é5 - Design Quality of Residential Apartment
Development (SEPP 65). These have now become overriding requirements that often

hinder the proper delivery of aged care accommodation to the residents of the State.

The Draft SEPP proposes to impose a total of 22 ADG objectives (as a means of
achieving five of its Design Principles). It stipulates that, if not met, development
consent cannot be granted. Hardwiring the ADG as a set of mandatory controls would
certainly be inconsistent with the intended purpose for which the ADG was originally
written. The most obvious consequence of this will be that organisations such as
Anglicare will lose the flexibility needed to deliver good design in a social and
affordable housing context. This flexibility is necessary for both functionality and
viability, of a very important product, that needs to be delivered at an affordable cost to

work financially and cater to the needs of our residents.

Further, the Draft SEPP requires that a development may only depart from the ADG
where an alternative solution would achieve “a neutral or more beneficial outcome”
than the Design Criteria and Design Guidelines in the ADG. It is not clear who will be

able to objectively decide what is a “neutral or more beneficial outcome”.

The adoption of the Draft SEPP would create confusion between the two legal tests in
clauses 13 and 30 of the Draft SEPP. On one hand, a consent authority must be satisfied
the development is “consistent with” the Design Principles. On the other hand, five (5)
of those Design Principles, remain subject to ADG provisions, and a consent authority
must be satisfied that the development “meets” all of those provisions. This, at best, is

unhelpful in achieving timely approvals.



Conclusion

Anglicare is firmly of the view that the Draft SEPP will either delay or stifle the approval
of seniors housing, and will likely undo many of the initiatives contained in the Housing

SEPP to simplify and improve the assessment of DAs for seniors housing.

Anglicare is also concerned that hardwiring the Draft SEPP’s compliance with the ADG
denies other types of residential development, specifically social and affordable
housing. This, in our view will remove the flexibility that was always intended to apply to
the “guidance” given by the ADG. This is in direct conflict with the Government's stated

aims of simplifying and consolidating planning processes.

All of the above concerns will directly impact the ability of Anglicare to provide
appropriate housing for our residents throughout our operational areas. We therefore
urge the Department to either completely abandon the Draft SEPP, or make wholesale

amendments prior to its finalisation, in order to address these issues.

| thank you on behalf of Anglicare, for the opportunity to make this submission and

would be happy to discuss further if required.
Yours Sincerely

James Zehnder

Executive General Manager Property



Table - Comparative Table (seniors housing)

Control Existing control under Housing SEPP | Draft ADG
Deep Soil 15% of the site area, no distinction as to | 10% of the site area for sites with an
overall site size (cl 107(f) and 108(f)). area <1500m?or 15% of the site area
for sites with an area of 1500m? or
more (section 1.5 table 1.5.1).
Car ILUs The minimum amount of parking
Parking 1 space per 5 dwellings or 0.5 spaces specified in Traffic Generating
per bedroom if provided by a social Developments (RTA 2002) or under
housing provider (cl 108(j) and (k)). an applicable environmental planning
instrument or development control
RACFs
plan (section 1.6).
1 parking space for every 15 beds (cl
107(h)).
Bicycle No minimum requirement. 1 space per dwelling (section 1.6
Parking table 1.6.1).
Solar No distinction between Metropolitan Metropolitan Sydney
Access Sydney and elsewhere. 70% apartments to receive 2 hours
(private / ILUs direct sunlight 9-3 midwinter to living
internal) .
70% apartments to receive 2 hours rooms and private open spaces
direct sunlight 9-3 midwinter to living (section 2.6).
rooms and private open spaces (cl Other LGAs
108(g))- 70% apartments to receive 2 hours
RACFs direct sunlight 9-3 midwinter to living
No minimum requirements. Design to rooms and private open spaces
give adequate daylight and makes best (section 2.6).
practicable use of daylight (cl 101).
Solar No minimum requirements. Design to At least half of the communal open
access give adequate daylight and makes best | space to receive 2 hours of solar
(communal | practicable use of daylight (cl 101).




Control Existing control under Housing SEPP | Draft ADG
open access between 9am and 3pm in
space) midwinter (section 2.2).
Private ILUs at ground level: 15m? per dwelling | At ground level: 15m? for each
open (cl 108(h)). dwelling (section 2.5 table 2.5.1).
space ILUs with balconies: 6m? for 1 bedroom, | For balconies: each dwelling to have
otherwise 10m? per dwelling (cl 108(i)). | a balcony of 4m? (studio), 8m? (1
RACF bedroom), 10m? (2 bedrooms), 12m?
(3+ bedrooms) (section 2.5 table
No minimum requirements.
2.5.1).
Communal | ILUs 8m? per dwelling up to 25% of the site
open No minimum requirements. area (section 2.2).
space

RACF

Internal and external communal open
space totalling at least 10m? per bed (cl

107(d)(ii)).
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Submission
To oppose developers becoming applicants in rezoning applications

It's time to put people and nature at the centre of the planning system!

We object to any proposed amendments to the Local Environment Plan which would allow developers to become applicants in
rezoning applications at the expense of the community’s best interests. This does not equate to good strategic planning as it likens
giving mice the key to the hay shed — and we all know from recent history what a mess that can become!

We applaud sensible, sustainable and people-focused planning laws as they have a huge impact on how we all live, work and play.
New planning laws must improve the antiquated planning policies’ past practice that can be seen in small cramped housing blocks,
in equally cramped subdivisions with little inclusion of green space and welcomed natural environmental inclusions. Strong
mandatory environmental performance standards must be included.

1



It is imperative that no flexibility, or loopholes are available to developers to allow the profit-driven, developer lobby groups to
weaken the consistent, transparent and binding regulations, purely for their own profit with little to no consideration for those in the
community who will live, work and play in what they build.

Other means of making the rezoning process less wieldy must be explored to maintain a fair playing field between developers and
the community. The developers cannot be given greater control in this process as we all recognize that developer’s rarely make
the best decisions for all those involved when making money is their sole focus.

Any new planning policy must:

* Protect, enhance and increase biodiversity in urban areas.

» Maximise mature tree and bushland retention, canopy cover and green space.

» Ensure use of energy efficiency and renewable energy to achieve net zero emissions for all new buildings.
» Require full electrification — no new fossil fuel gas connections for any new development.

* Recognise embodied carbon in building materials, with a fast pathway to regulation.

» Require comprehensive electric vehicle charging and cycling infrastructure.

» Require design features that will keep people cool and safe in a warming climate.

We encourage you to seek to improve current processes so that the economic and environmental concerns are fully explored
without the interference and bias of the developers. Do not succumb to the
planning industry’s bullying and spin!

Lou Forsythe arra2350@gmail.com
For and on behalf of ARRA
The Armidale Regional Ratepayers Association 25 Feb, 2022

| agree to the above statement
Yes
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Submission
To oppose developers becoming applicants in rezoning applications

It’s time to put people and nature at the centre of the planning system!

We object to any proposed amendments to the Local Environment Plan which would allow developers
to become applicants in rezoning applications at the expense of the community’s best interests. This
does not equate to good strategic planning as it likens giving mice the key to the hay shed —and we all
know from recent history what a mess that can become!

We applaud sensible, sustainable and people-focused planning laws as they have a huge impact on how
we all live, work and play. New planning laws must improve the antiquated planning policies’ past
practice that can be seen in small cramped housing blocks, in equally cramped subdivisions with little
inclusion of green space and welcomed natural environmental inclusions. Strong mandatory
environmental performance standards must be included.

It is imperative that no flexibility, or loopholes are available to developers to allow the profit-driven,
developer lobby groups to weaken the consistent, transparent and binding regulations, purely for their
own profit with little to no consideration for those in the community who will live, work and play in
what they build.

Other means of making the rezoning process less wieldy must be explored to maintain a fair playing field
between developers and the community. The developers cannot be given greater control in this process
as we all recognize that developer’s rarely make the best decisions for all those involved when making
money is their sole focus.

Any new planning policy must:

o Protect, enhance and increase biodiversity in urban areas.

o Maximise mature tree and bushland retention, canopy cover and green space.

o Ensure use of energy efficiency and renewable energy to achieve net zero emissions for all new
buildings.

o Require full electrification — no new fossil fuel gas connections for any new development.

o Recognise embodied carbon in building materials, with a fast pathway to regulation.

o Require comprehensive electric vehicle charging and cycling infrastructure.

o Require design features that will keep people cool and safe in a warming climate.

We encourage you to seek to improve current processes so that the economic and environmental
concerns are fully explored without the interference and bias of the developers. Do not succumb to the
planning industry’s bullying and spin!

Lou Forsythe I

For and on behalf of ARRA
The Armidale Regional Ratepayers Association 25 Feb, 2022
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Sustainability in Residential Buildings (BASIX)

Recommendation 1 — Local councils should be allowed to set stricter building sustainability standards
when there is evidence that this would benefit local communities

Local councils are best placed to understand local conditions. Some local areas have particular problems (e.g.
high energy prices, or unhealthy air pollution levels) that cannot always be addressed in a state-wide scheme,
even with 8 climate zones.

If local councils can show that the benefits of stricter building sustainability standards in their local area
outweigh the costs, the best outcome would be to allow those stricter requirements, so that their communities
can enjoy those greater benefits.

Recommendation 2 — BASIX requirements should apply to all manufactured homes that will be used as
private dwellings

Many firms supplying manufactured and transportable homes advertise them as an easy, affordable way of
building a permanent home. They are becoming increasingly popular. All homes intended to be used as
permanent, private homes should be required to satisfy the same requirements, including BASIX. The method
of construction is irrelevant.

Recommendation 3 — BASIX should take account of the health costs of wood heater pollution.

Health Costs of New Wood Heaters. The only tests of real-life emissions of modern wood heaters satisfying
the current AS/NZS 4013 were in New Zealand, where their real-life emissions averaged 6.5 grams smoke
particles per kg of firewood, 8 times worse than their AS/NZS 4013 laboratory test results. This value probably
under-estimates the true situation because participants obviously knew their pollution was being measured
and presumably wanted to avoid embarrassment by operating their heaters carefully.

The NEPC's 'Consultation regulation impact statement for reducing emissions from wood heaters' in 2013
reported average firewood consumption of 3.43 tonnes of wood per heater per year in Sydney (Table 2.2) and
health costs of $263 per kg of emissions (Table 3.2). Adjusting for inflation, the health costs now equal $311
per kg. Conseguently, the average emissions of a brand new heater in Sydney is likely to be at least 3.43 x
6.5 = 22.1 kg of particle emissions, with estimated health costs of $311 x 22.1 = $6,914 per heater per year.

The ACIL Allen Cost Benefit Analysis of the 2022 BASIX proposals includes assessments of the health costs
of air pollution from power stations. Such pollution has substantially lower health costs — 620 years of life lost
(45 premature deaths) every year in the NSW Greater Metropolitan Region — than the 1400 years of life lost
(100 premature deaths) from wood heater pollution (see Figure 20 of the NSW Clean Air Strategy).

BASIX assessments should consider all relevant costs, including the cost of wood heater pollution.

Recommendation 4 — BASIX should take account of the climate impacts of methane, carbon monoxide
and black carbon from wood heaters.

Chopping down a living tree for firewood can be doubly bad for the climate because if the tree had been
allowed to continue growing, it would have continued to absorb CO, from the air, helping to reduce global
warming, instead of considerably adding to it when the tree is burned. Even dead trees can take a long time to
decompose, and when they do, much of their stored carbon remains in the soil and enriches it.

Wood heaters increase global warming by emitting methane (CH,), carbon monoxide (CO), black carbon
(BC) and CO,. The average Australian wood heater is estimated to emit, per kg firewood burned, 18.7 grams
of CH,, 1.56 grams BC and 209 grams of CO. The table below provides details of emissions per tonne of
hardwood and softwood burned for both average wood heaters and new wood heaters (operated as carefully
as when people know their emissions are being measured), together with Global Warming Potentials (GWP).

Table 1. Australian emissions (kg) per tonne of wood burned and Global Warming Potentials

PM,5 CH, co BC co,
Hardwood, average heater 12.5 18.7 209 1.56 1860
Hardwood, new heater* 6.5 9.72 209 0.81 1860
Softwood, average heater 15.8 30 220 3.20 1900
20-year GWP 80.8 18.6 2400 1
100-year GWP 27.2 5.0 680 1

*Operated as carefully as when people know their emissions are being measured.


https://shared-drupal-s3fs.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/master-test/fapub_pdf/DP+SEPP_BASIX+Overview_Accessible.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/u7khd6fv19mr0fq/Health_Costs_Allowing_New_Wood_Heaters.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/u7khd6fv19mr0fq/Health_Costs_Allowing_New_Wood_Heaters.pdf?dl=0
http://www.nepc.gov.au/resource/consultation-regulation-impact-statement-reducing-emissions-wood-heaters
https://www2.atmos.umd.edu/~zeng/papers/Zeng2016_WHS_FEEM.pdf
https://www2.atmos.umd.edu/~zeng/papers/Zeng2016_WHS_FEEM.pdf

The New Zealand research cited above shows that new heaters are somewhat less polluting than existing
models, and consequently emit less methane (estimated 1.495 x PM2.5 emissions) and black carbon (12.5%
of PM2.5 emissions), although, as explained above, the values for new heaters in Tables 1 and 2 are likely to
be under-estimates.

Table 2 Climate impacts of a wood heater burning Sydney’s average of 3.43 tonnes per year
CH, co BC CO, TOTAL

20-year Climate Impact (tonnes CO,-eq)

Hardwood, average heater 5.2 13.3 12.9 6.4 37.8

Hardwood, new Heater* 2.7 13.3 6.7 6.4 29.1

Softwood, average heater 8.3 14.0 26.3 6.5 55.2

100-year Climate Impact (tonnes CO,-eq)

Hardwood, average heater 1.7 3.6 3.6 6.4 15.3

Hardwood, new heater* 0.9 3.6 1.9 6.4 12.8

Softwood, average heater 2.8 3.8 7.5 6.5 20.5

Values in the table are calculated by multiplying emissions (kg) x GWP x 3.43 (tonnes of firewood burned) then dividing by 1000 to
convert to tonnes. For example, the 5.7 tonnes of CO»-eq (20-year Climate Impact) is calculated as 18.7.5 x 80.8 x 3.43/1000

* These values probably under-estimate the true situation because participants obviously knew their pollution was being measured and
presumably wanted to avoid embarrassment by operating their heaters carefully.

Precautionary Principle. The Precautionary Principle requires us to consider all climate impacts. Although
there is some uncertainty about the precise GWP values, both BC and CO emissions significantly add to
global warming. Consequently, reporting the best available estimate of their impact is much better than
ignoring important information and producing misleading results. If the main aim of BASIX is to mitigate the
true climate impacts, it should use the best available information and so maximize the climate benefits.
National Greenhouse Inventories have a somewhat different aim and follow agreed protocols, even if this
doesn’t always lead to the best climate outcomes.

“Biomass accounting loophole”. Many scientists describe treating biomass burning as carbon-neutral as an
accounting loophole. The New Yorker (8 Dec 2021 [1]) explains: “Throughout the many decades before the
replacement forests can grow enough to remove the extra carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, the previously added gas
will thaw more permafrost and melt more ice, make ocean acidification worse, accelerate global warming, speed sea-level
rise, increase the incidence of extreme weather, worsen drought and water stress, and hurt crop yields—effects that will
persist for centuries or longer.” These comments were aimed mainly at power generation. Burning the same
amount of wood in domestic heaters is much worse, because high temperature burning in power stations
creates only CO,, not the CH,, CO and BC that are responsible for more than 50% of the global temperature
rise from domestic wood heater emissions.

Comparison with other forms of heating, e.g. efficient reverse cycle

In 1999 Choice produced a table of CO, emissions for various forms of home heating in Australian capital
cities for a 160 square metre house with insulated ceiling. The average new air conditioner is much more
efficient in 2022 than it was in 1999. In addition, new homes have better insulation and 31% of electricity was
sourced from renewables in 2021. Taken together, this suggests that the climate impact of a typical home
heated by a reverse cycle air conditioner in Sydney (1 tonne in 1999) is likely to be less than half a tonne
nowadays, with substantial future reductions as coal-fired power stations are replaced by renewables.

Carbon dioxide production (tonnes) and heating cost ($) per year
Heating type Adelaide Brisbane Canberra Hobart Melbourne Perth Sydney
Tonnes  $ Tonnes § Tonnes % Tonnes $ Tonnes % Tonnes  § Tonnes §
Matural gas — flued (A) (B) 1.3 210 03 90 3 520 na@ na( 2.6 80 05 90 09 160
Electric radiant and convection | 4.5 550 1 120 1 1320 07 1380 126 1080 19 230 34 410
Electric off-peak storage 5.2 210 1 40 12.5 500 08 520 143 410 22 90 39 150
Electric air conditioning 13 160 03 30 11 3|0 02 400 16 310 06 70 1 120

This compares with 12.8 tonnes for a new wood heater (100 years Climate Impact) or 29.1 tonnes (20-year
Climate Impact), or more if owners operate heaters more carefully when know their emissions are being
measured. Consequently, over the next 20 years, heating a Sydney household by burning wood is likely to
cause as much global warming as heating 58 households using efficient reverse cycle systems.



Asthma Australia Survey

Asthma Australia’s representative survey of 25,000 Australians showed that people exposed to woodfire
heaters said they were largely unable to protect themselves from the smoke, suggesting that the current wood
heater regulations are insufficient to protect many people’s quality of life. In fact, the survey found that most
Australians would support regulations to phase-out woodfire heaters for better, healthier alternatives.

Some peer-reviewed research into the health impacts and costs of wood heater pollution is shown in Appendix
1.

Appendix 1: Some peer-reviewed research into wood heater pollution, showing that one or
two nearby wood heaters can have serious health impacts

1. Increased risk of hospital admissions for heart failure (the leading cause of hospitalisation for adults >
65 years

Tasmanian researchers found that hospital admissions for heart failure (the leading cause of hospitalisation for
adults aged over 65 years) started to increase as soon as PM2.5 exceeded 4 ug/m3, a tiny fraction of the current
Australian PM2.5 standard of 25 ug/m3. The researchers noted that the main cause of elevated PM2.5 in Tassie
is biomass smoke from wood heaters during winter and from bushfires and planned burns at other times of the
year.

2. One additional modern wood heater per hectare increases risk of hospital emergency treatment in
children <3 yrs

Also, as noted previously, NZ research demonstrated significant harms from wood heaters meeting stricter
requirements than the 2019 Australian ‘standard’. The “Growing up in New Zealand " study found that even a
single additional modern woodstove per hectare (an area 100 metres x 100 metres) increased by 7% the risk
children under 3 would need hospital emergency treatment for everything except accidents.

3. Armidale’s wood smoke pollution 7 times the 1 ug/m3 found to increase in the risk of dementia by
55%. A Swedish study estimated PM2.5 exposure from traffic and wood stoves (the major source of local
emissions) to show that a 1 ug/m3 increase in wood smoke pollution increases dementia risk by 55%. In
Armidale, annual population-weighted exposure to wood smoke averaged 7 ug/m3 and 9.65 ug/m3 at one
location in south Armidale, many times higher than the 1 ug/m3 found to increase the risk of dementia by 55%,
suggesting that Armidale residents are likely to suffer a significant increase in dementia because of wood stove
pollution.

4. Harvard review — 10 ug/3 PM2.5 increase during early childhood increases risk of autism by 64%
Other research shows significant detrimental impacts on unborn and young children. A review of the published
evidence by Harvard researchers found that the risk of Autism Spectrum Disorder increased by 64% with
exposure to 10 micrograms of PM, s per cubic meter of air (mcg/m®) during early childhood and by 31% during
prenatal periods. During the prenatal period, the greatest risk was found during the third trimester.

5. Lower birthweights, smaller head circumferences, increased carcinogen-DNA adducts (a biomarker
associated with increased cancer risk) in umbilical cord blood, a 5 point reduction in 1Q when the
children started school, increased risk of behavioural problems such as anxiety and attention deficit and
reduced inhibitory control and academic achievement from exposure to PAH (main toxins in wood
smoke)

Another study by researchers at Columbia University, New York, measured exposure to toxins known as PAH
(polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) in pregnant ladies and tested the children over the following years. Several
PAH are listed as known human carcinogens, including benzo[z]pyrene (BaP), which is also found in cigarette
smoke and was featured in TV adverts that claimed “every cigarette is doing you damage” adverts.

The study involved pregnant women recruited between 1998 and 2003. These women were between 18 to 23
years old, non-smokers, non-drug users, and in good health. Prenatal exposure to PAHs was determined from
air sampled in the women’s home environment was during the third trimester of the pregnancy. The children
were divided into two groups, based on the mother’s PAH exposure during the third trimester of pregnancy.
The low exposure group has PAH measurements below the median of 2.26 ng/m* and the high group exposure
above the median.

Children of mothers in high exposure group had lower birthweights, smaller head circumferences, increased
carcinogen-DNA adducts (a biomarker associated with increased cancer risk) in umbilical cord blood, a 5 point



https://asthma.org.au/about-us/media/public-would-support-a-phase-out-of-woodfire-heaters/
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/8/5/e021798#_blank
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28841505#_blank
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28841505#_blank
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/downloadSupplement?doi=10.5694%2Fmja2.51199&file=mja251199-sup-0001-supinfo.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/downloadSupplement?doi=10.5694%2Fmja2.51199&file=mja251199-sup-0001-supinfo.pdf

reduction in 1Q when the children started school, increased risk of behavioural problems such as anxiety and
attention deficit, reduced inhibitory control and academic achievement as adolescents.

The NSW EPA report: ‘Ambient Air Quality Research Project (1996-2001) Dioxins, Organics, Polycyclic
Aromatic Hydrocarbons and Heavy Metals’ reports PAH measurements for Armidale, showing a relatively safe
background level of 0.28 ng/m® in summer, but a winter average of 8.62 ng/m® (maximum daily average of 24.0
ng/m? in winter), much worse than the 2.26 ng/m*® in the Columbia University study. These results again imply
that pollution from just one or two wood heaters can have significant and long-lasting impacts on the health of
people living nearby.

6. Armidale Study — average life expectancy reduced by almost a year — estimated costs of over $10,000
per heater per year. A peer-reviewed research paper, published in the Medical Journal of Australia,
concluded that wood heater pollution increases population-weighted PM2.5 exposure by 7.0 ug/m® with
increased exposure of 9.65 ug/m® in some locations (e.g. south Armidale). Using the Global Exposure Mortality
Model, average life expectancy is reduced by almost a year, with the estimated cost of the lost years of life
amounting to $33 million annually, over $10,000 per wood heater per year.[2]

7. Increased Covid Risk. Many studies show that all fine particle (PM2.5 pollution) increases the risk of
Covid, including wildfire smoke. This includes studies in Northern Italy, where household wood heating is a
major source of PM2.5 pollution, and wildfire smoke. The size of the effect is quite staggering. A study
published in 2022 in a British Medical Journal (Occupational & Environmental Medicine) concluded that an
increase of 1 pg/m3 in the annual average PM2.5 exposure increased the risk of Covid by 5.1%, implying a
36% increase in Armidale from wood smoke pollution.



https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2021/215/6/effects-mortality-and-associated-financial-costs-wood-heater-pollution-regional
https://oem.bmj.com/content/79/3/192
https://oem.bmj.com/content/79/3/192

Appendix 2 Detailed assessment of Global Warming Emissions
from Wood Heaters

Table 3. Australian emissions (kg) per tonne of wood burned

Wood & heater type PM, s CH, co BC CO,

Hardwood, Average heater 12.5 18.7 209 1.56 1860

Hardwood, New heater 6.5 9.7 209 0.81 1860

Softwood, Average heater 15.8 30 220 3.20 1900

20-year GWP 80.8 18.6 2400 1

100-year GWP 27.2 5.0 680 1

20-year Climate Impact, tonnes CO2-eq per tonne firewood TOTAL
Hardwood, Average Heater 1.51 3.89 3.75 1.86 11.10
Hardwood, New Heater 0.79 3.89 1.95 1.86 8.48

Softwood, Average Heater 2.42 4.09 7.68 1.90 16.25
100-year Climate Impact, tonnes CO2-eq per tonne firewood

Hardwood, Average Heater 0.64 1.04 1.06 1.86 4.60

Hardwood, New Heater 0.26 1.04 0.55 1.86 3.72

Softwood, Average Heater 1.02 1.10 2.18 1.90 6.19

GWP = Global Warming Potential

Hardwood emissions: CH, and BC emissions increase with PM, s emissions which are estimated to average about 12.5
grams per tonne of hardwood burned [3], resulting in 18.7 grams of CH,, 1.56 grams BC (12.5% of PM, 5 [4]) and (at
15% of total carbon emissions[5]) 209 grams CO. Brand new heaters have somewhat lower emissions, although the 6.5
g/kg probably under-estimates the true situation because participants obviously knew their pollution was being measured
and presumably wanted to avoid embarrassment by operating their heaters carefully. Nitrous Oxide N,O emissions —
0.025 grams/kg firewood burned — are noted here for completeness, but not included in the calculations.

Softwood emissions: measured emissions from Australian wood heater burning softwood per kg of firewood were PM, 5
15.8 grams, CH, 30 grams, CO 220 grams and BC 3.2 grams [6].

Real-life emissions averaged 8 times worse than their AS4013 lab test according to measurements in New Zealand[7].
Consequently, brand new heaters satisfying the standard of 1.5 g/kg (required since 2019 in Australia) are likely to
average 8 or 9 g/kg firewood burned even when owners know their emissions are being measured, and perhaps in other
circumstances, emissions might be closer to 12 g/kg. With only a small proportion of heaters satisfying the post 2019
standard, and burning softwood generally resulting in even higher emissions, estimating CH, and BC emissions using the
value of 12.5 grams PM, 5 per kg firewood still seems appropriate, even for new heaters.

CH, GWP Table 7.15 (left), IPCC 6" Assessment Report [8].

— — CO & BC GWP: 20-year and 100-year GWP for CO and BC were
zpedes E;gi’;le f;ﬁilf':g; g}w— ﬁ}‘grp' - extracted from the IPCC AR5 report, as described below.

(Wflﬂ'z CO: Table 8.A.4 IPCC 5™ Assessment Report: 20- and 100-year GWP
ppb) of 18.6 and 5.3 including direct and indirect aerosol effects, equal to
co2 Multiple | 1.33=0.16 1. 1.000 18.6 and 5.0 after scaling the 100-year GWP by 0.94, as advised in the
*10° heading.
CHz- 11818 |57£14x10% |825 |298 BC: Table 8.A.6 shows global estimates of 1600 and 3200 for 20-year
fossil 258 %l GWP and 460 and 900 for 100-year GWP, the values of 3200 and 900

CHinon| 118418 |57:14x10% 808  |27.2 being the most recent. In view of the uncertainty, averages of 2400 for
fossil 258 |11 the 20-year and 680 were used to calculate the climate impacts.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/u7khd6fv19mr0fq/Health_Costs_Allowing_New_Wood_Heaters.pdf?dl=0

Tables 8.A.4 and 8.A.6, from Chapter 8 of the IPCC 5th Assessment Report [9]

Table 8.A.4 | GWP and GTP for CO for time horizons of 20 and 100 years from the literzture. Uncertainty for numbers from Fry et al. {2012} and Collins et al {2013} refer to 1-o.
For the reference gas CO,, RE and IRF from AR4 are used in the calculations. The GWP, ,, and GTP,;, values can be scaled by 0.94 and 0.92, respectively, to account for updated
values for the reference gas CO;. For 20 years the changes are negligible.

GWP GTP

H=20 H=100 H=20 H=100
C0 East Asia® 54(1.7) 1.8 (+0.6) 35(21.3) 0.26 (+0.12)
COEU + North Africa 49(z1.5 1.6 (£0.5) 3.21£1.2) 0.24 (£0.11)
C0 North America® 5.6(+1.8) 1.8 {+0.6) 37(+1.3) 0.27 (£0.12)
CO South Asiz® 5.7 (x1.3) 1.8 (+0.4) 340100 0.27 (£0.10)
C0 four regions abaoves 5.4(+1.6) 1.8 {£0.5) 35(£1.2) 0.26 (£0.11)
C0 global® 61003 1t033 ENE TN 0.29to 0.55

TR+ 2.0 2.2+06
CO global® 11.4+29 33+08

186 £+ 83 5323

Motes:

*  Fry et al. (2012} (updated by induding stratospheric H,0) and Collins et al (2013).

®  Fuglestvedt et al. 2010).

¢ Shindell et al (2009). Three values are given: First, without aerosols, second, direct aerosol effect induded, third, direct and indirect aerosel effects included. Uncertainty ranges from Shindell et
al. (2009) are given for 95% confidence levels.

Table 8.A.6 | GWP and GTP from the literature for BC and OC for time horizons of 20 and 100 years. For the reference gas COy, RE and IRF from AR4 are used in the calculations.

The GWP,,; and GTP,,, values can be scaled by 0.94 and 0.92, respectively, to account for updated values for the reference gas C0.. For 20 years the changes are negligible.

GWP GTP

H=20 H =100 H=20 H=100
BC total, global 3200 (270 to 6200) 900 (100 to 1700) 920 (95 to 2400) 130 (5 to 340)
BC (four regions) 1200 + 720 345 + 207 420190 5625
BC global: 1600 460 470 64
BC aerosol-radiation interaction +albedo, global® 2900 = 1500 830 + 440
0C global® -240 —£9 71 -10
0C global® -160 (60 to —320) -46 (-18 to -19)
0C (4 regions)® -160 + 63 46+ 20 5516 —-13+21

MNotes:

3 Fuglestvedt et al. (2010).

¢ Bond et al. (2011). Uncertainties for OC are asymmetric and are presented as ranges.

©  Bond et al. (2013). Metric values are given for total effect.

t Collins et al. (2013). The four regions are East Asia, EU + Morth Africa, North America and South Asia (as also given in Fry et al, 2012). Only aerosol-radiation interaction is included.
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Bays Community Coalition
Submission to the Design and Place SEPP - February 2022

The Design and Place SEPP on the surface appears to be a long needed and
welcome contribution to ensuring that places are designed to ensure that they
can provide a healthy living environment for human and other creatures now
and into the future. It includes language and principles that sound like they
could lead to such results.

However experience has taught us that flexible policies are interpreted by the
market in a way that maximises profits. That is after all what business does.
A classic example is how the affordable housing legislation has been
interpreted by the development market . It ended up providing student
housing - the best profit opportunity at the time - and included a clause that
allowed developments to revert to the market price after 10 years. The
developments were therefore limited to a select section of society where
profits were most likely. Some changes have been made to address some of
these ‘unforeseen’ issues more than 15 years after its introduction.

The Design and Place SEPP runs the same risks of market interpretation;
that it will not be in the public interest and long term sustainability in terms of
health and wellbeing and developers will find loopholes and interpretations
that serve their purpose rather than the public interest.

This means that there are matters that need to have clear outcomes rather
than aspirational outcomes. A clear rule must be included that the use of
offsets are not an option as these can be used in ways that do not provide
any outcomes in the place being designed .

The following outcomes should be mandated for place based outcomes.

Biodiversity must be enhanced and increased including the retention of
mature trees, bushland and additional tree canopy added to meet standards
that maintain and increase green and biodiverse spaces.

Green spaces can include human recreational active and passive areas but
not at the cost of biodiversity.

All buildings must include requirements to use building materials that have a
minimum climate impact in production. This will likely need a short transition
period while regulations and standards are put in place. Building materials
and design must also be regulated to minimise heat retention and maximise
natural cooling as the climate warms



All building to include renewable and efficient energy reduction that reduces
reliance on fossil fuel and works to maximise self efficiency. This will include
eliminating the use of all fossil fuel energy connections.

Buildings must also include access for all occupants to cycling infrastructure
and electric vehicle changing places.

The above proposals can be drawn together into a strong mandatory
performance standards for the whole of place development and ensuring that
the standards are not sidelined by carbon credits.
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20 February 2022

Re : Submission in support of on the Draft State Environmental Planning
Policy (Design and Place) 2021

The Blue Mountains Conservation Society supports the draft Design and Place
Policy’. The Society believes that a small number of amendments and enhancements
to the draft SEPP, Regulation, Apartment Design Guide (ADG) and Urban Design
Guide (UDG) will significantly assist the Government achieve its Policy objectives.

The Blue Mountains Conservation Society (the Society) is a community-based
volunteer organisation with 900 members. Approximately one in every 50 adults in the
Blue Mountains is a member of the Society. Our mission is to help protect, conserve
and advocate for the environment of the Greater Blue Mountains’ National Parks,
towns and villages, and rural-residential and agricultural areas. The Society’s interest
in the Policy is described in Attachment A.

The Society particularly supports:

e The practical and tangible steps towards net zero emissions by 2050. Particularly
the comprehensive net zero statement required by clause 57D of the draft
Regulations, raising the BASIX thermal performance and energy standards and
introducing the new embodied carbon emissions standard (SEPP cl.27), improved
natural ventilation in residential buildings (ADG 2.7), and storage of renewable
energy in non-residential developments (SEPP cl.26(a)).

' Draft Design and Place SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021; draft Environmental Planning
and Assessment Amendment (Design and Place) Regulation 2021; draft (revised) Apartment Design Guide 2021; draft Urban
Design Guide 2021.



e The farsighted deep soil design guidance which will support larger and healthier
trees which in turn will make urban areas cooler, more attractive, provide habitat
for birds, and reduce stormwater runoff (SEPP cl.20; ADG 1.5; UDG 10.2 & 10.3).

e The tree canopy targets (UDG 10; ADG 1.5) and design guidance to retain mature
trees (UDG, 10.1; ADG 1.5);

e The non-discretionary development standards for apartment size and ceiling height
which will ensure the construction of liveable apartments (SEPP cl.32(3); ADG 2.4).

e The neighbourhood and development-scale design guidance and objectives to
retain rainwater, reduce stormwater runoff and improve water quality (UDG 1.7 &
11; ADG 3.2).

The Society’s recommended amendments and enhancements:

A. Exemption of class 1(a) buildings

Issue: the SEPP does not apply to development involving the erection of 24 or less
class 1a buildings (SEPP cl.8(2)(e)). This will exempt a large proportion of housing
developments from the SEPP including many in the Blue Mountains.

Recommended solution: the Society appreciates that the Government is trying to
reduce the cost to smaller developers. However development involving the erection of
24 buildings is not small development and the effect is to pass the costs onto the
homeowner and the community. The Society recommends that clause 8(2)(e) be
limited to development involving the erection of five or less class 1a buildings.

B. BASIX standards

Context: BASIX has measurably reduced our impact on the environment and has a
very important part to play in the future. The Society congratulates the Government on
its decision to introduce a new embodied carbon emissions standard, and to revise
and align the BASIX thermal performance and energy standards with the NSW Net
Zero Plan, Trajectory for Low Energy Buildings, National Construction Code energy
performance standards proposed for 2022, and to achieve an average of 7 stars under
NatHERS.

Issue: the BASIX tool is necessarily complex and there is naturally a degree of
uncertainty as to whether the revised and new standards will fulfil the Government’s
aspirations. The embodied carbon emissions standard is both particularly important
and likely to change as new ideas, information and models emerge.?

2 Cf. GBCA and thinkstep-anz. (2021). Embodied Carbon and Embodied Energy in Australia’s Buildings. Sydney: Green
Building Council of Australia and thinkstep-anz: https://gbca-web.s3.amazonaws.com/media/documents/embodied-carbon--
embodied-energy-in-australias-buildings-2021-07-22-final-public.pdf




Recommended solution: Establish a panel of government and non-government
experts to review the actual performance of the revised and new BASIX standards two
years after commencement and report their findings well in advance of the Planning
Secretary’s review in 2025.2 The Society hopes that the Planning Secretary will
approach the review on the assumption that there is likely to be a need to upgrade the
standards, and particularly so the embodied carbon emissions standard.

C. Offsetting non-renewable energy use in non-residential development

Issue: clause 57D(1)(e) of the Regulations requires large new commercial buildings,
hotels, and shopping centres in the Greater Sydney Region and State Significant
Development throughout NSW to purchase 1 megawatt of renewable energy
certificates over five years to offset the residual non-renewable energy used by the
building. The clause applies to a variety of buildings of a variety of scales some of
which are likely to emit more than the offset and some less. Further, to achieve net
zero by 2050, the Society believes that these developments should offset non-
renewable energy use until it ceases.

Recommended solution: require proponents to model and identify in the net zero
statement the residual non-renewable energy that will be used by the development
and, as a condition of consent, require the surrender of renewable energy certificates
to offset the whole of the non-renewable energy used until the use of non-renewable
energy ceases.

D. Supporting native species through biodiversity sensitive urban design

Issue: Sydney is home to at least 124 species of animals and plants threatened with
extinction.* Greater Sydney and Australian cities® generally provide important habitat
for nearly half of all listed threatened species.® Scientists have found that, hectare for
hectare, urban areas contain more threatened species than do non-urban areas.’
Although the tree canopy and deep soil provisions of the SEPP , ADG and UDG will
have benefits to biodiversity/native species, the benefits are incidental and limited.

Recommended solution: with a view to introducing controls and assessment and
design guidance in the near future, acknowledge the need and opportunity to conserve
native species in urban areas in the SEPP, ADG and UDG. In the meantime
commence the development and implementation of a NSW Government framework
for biodiversity sensitive urban design (BSUD)? including by (for example):

e Developing guidelines on BSUD;

3 As required by cl.28 of the SEPP.

4 Ives, Christopher D, et al (2016) ‘Cities are hotspots for biodiversity’, Global Biology and Biogeography, 25, 1, 117-126:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/geb.12404

5 Defined as urban areas with a population of 10,000 people or more: see Ives, D et al (2016) ibid.

% ‘Threatened species live in every Australian city’, Conservation this week, University of Washington, January 5, 2016:
https://www.conservationmagazine.org/2016/01/threatened-species-live-in-every-australian-city/

" Ives, Christopher D, et al (2016) ‘Cities are hotspots for biodiversity’, Global Biology and Biogeography, 25, 1, 117-126:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/geb.12404

8 Garrard, G et al ‘Biodiversity Sensitive Urban Design’, Conservation Letters, September 2017, 0(00), 1-9.




e Supporting a competition to raise awareness of and annually reward the best
examples of BSUD;

e Promoting efforts by urban planners and developers to incorporate BSUD into new
or existing developments;

e Working with industry to create a rating system to recognise NSW developments
that have incorporated the key elements of BSUD;

e Working with local governments to phase-in standards that require new
developments in areas of high urban biodiversity value to incorporate BSUD
principles.

E. Development standards for trees and water

Issue: the tree canopy targets and deep soil, mature tree retention, and water quality
and retention design guidance will greatly benefit homeowners and the community.
However these measures come at a cost and some local councils and developers may
seek to avoid them. The same dynamic has encouraged the NSW Government to
adopt non-discretionary apartment size and ceiling height development standards.

Recommended solution: introduce non-discretionary tree canopy, deep soil, mature
tree retention and water quality and retention development standards, set at the level
of best practice, with developers and consent authorities free to adopt high standards
if they choose.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission to this development.

Yours sincerely

Tara Cameron
President
Blue Mountains Conservation Society

mobile N or email I



Attachment A

Towns, villages, and
suburbs of the Blue
Mountains

The Society expects the number of apartments and town
houses in the Blue Mountains to increase gradually, and
approvals being sought for subdivisions. In all cases the
Society believes that the prescribed design criteria or
guidance provided by the Design and Place Policy will
benefit those inhabiting new dwellings, their neighbours,
and the environment of the Blue Mountains.

Rural-residential areas,
agricultural areas, and
National Park

The NSW Government is aiming to halve greenhouse gas
emissions by 2030 and achieve net zero emissions by 2050
to reduce the impacts of climate change. The Policy
contributes to the achievement of those targets and the
rural-residential and agricultural areas and National Parks
of the Blue Mountains will benefit as a result. Those areas
will also benefit from the improved water quality expected to
be a result of the Policy.
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Design and Place SEPP
Overview of the Design and Place SEPP consultation draft and related guides for public exhibition

Public Comment from the Campaign for Net Zero Emission Homes
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/

N Howard

20-02-2022

We support the Overview of the Design and Place SEPP subject to the following comments:
State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021

A.2 What’s changed since the previous exhibition?

We applaud the high levels of public consultation and the streamlining of policies and guidelines.

We also recommend adopting a performance-based approach wherever feasible, which reduces
subjectivity and increases certainty and transparency of decision-making and approvals.

A.3 Key features of the policy package
Principle-based approach

We applaud the principle-based approach, but consider the implied priorities to be inappropriate.
The latest science on climate change is truly alarming, so alarming that we all seem to be ignoring it
— “DON’T LOOK UP!":

e According to Steffen et al 15 climate feedback loops are likely to all be triggered if we cross
the threshold of 2DegC of global warming — This is likely to happen before 2030. Once
triggered the climate will transition unstoppably to unsurvivable 4-6 DegC of warming

e According to Tim Lenton et al, there is real physical evidence from isotope studies of ice-core
CO2 that 9 of the 15 feedback loops are already triggered

e According to IPCC AR6 we have eleven years to decarbonise globally to keep global warming
below 1.5DegC, but a breakaway group of IPCC scientists say that we have far less time than
this.

e Professor Sir David King, former UK Chief Scientist, and his Cambridge Climate Crisis Advisory
Group say we need radical change in the next three to five years and even if we achieve net
zero by 2030 our survival will depend on unproven, highly risky geo-engineering.

Accordingly Principle 1 HAS to be to provide a survivable environment for future generations, not an
afterthought added to 8 Resource efficiency “and emissions reduction”. There is NOTHING more
important in the planning instruments than emissions reduction urgently for a survivable future.

Inside this principle, our planning guidance HAS to reflect the extreme urgency of the need to
radically decarbonise all aspects of our lifestyle — there is no time left for a “Pathway” to net zero,


https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/
https://www.pnas.org/content/115/33/8252
https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/resources/new-report-australia-takes-massive-financial-hit-from-climate-change/
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/resources/new-report-australia-takes-massive-financial-hit-from-climate-change/

we need net zero NOW! Net Zero NOW is immediately more affordable and economic for all except
the fossil fuel industries, there simply isn’t any excuse for any delay.

Under 5, Sustainable transport is very vague and rather marginalised for importance by being
coupled to walkability. The elephant in the room for sustainable transport is electrification of both

public and private transport and this should be explicit. Cyclability should be emphasised as well as
walkability with big implications for planning guidance.

Sustainability

We applaud the leadership shown by NSW with whole-of economy targets to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by 50 per cent by 2030 compared to 2005 levels. However, the latest science tells us that
this is no longer good enough — we need substantial emissions reductions by 2030 to not trigger the
remaining 6 of 15 climate feedback loops that will cause our climate to transition unstoppably to
unsurvivable 4-6DegC of warming, net zero emissions by 2050 is complacent to extinction of our
entire species perhaps in less time than our buildings and precincts are being planned to last! The
latest IPCC ARG raised particular concerns over methane emissions so our DP SEPP should include
eliminating gas and gas appliances to new developments.

Our levels of ambition need to raise substantially, as far as possible mandating net zero NOW —
we’ve run out of time for “pathways”! Moreover, net zero homes are immediately more affordable
for homeowners, because the energy savings made exceed the small increases in mortgage costs to
pay for the additional net zero measures (principally rooftop solar installed from new).

BASIX

BASIX should be changed from its current energy efficiency (economic) basis to an emissions
(survivable future) basis (CO2-e) and the standard that should be mandated is net zero for all single
family homes and for low-rise apartments. A further submission specifically will be made on BASIX.

Updating the BASIX Tool
Introducing an alternative merit assessment pathway

This may be merit-worthy for increasing flexibility, but the flip-side of the coin is reducing
consistency in complying with the requirements. In other contexts we have seen how greater
flexibility can also lead to greater gaming of standards. If the standard being mandated is net zero
emissions, then this enforces a consistent standard regardless of the tool used to demonstrate
compliance.

Non-residential sustainability

The targets proposed for non-residential sustainability include energy, water and waste and electric
vehicle (EV) readiness but inexplicably exclude the existential threat of emissions, which SHOULD be
the first target and set for compliance at net zero.

The requirement for electric vehicle readiness should be boosted to requiring provision for electric
vehicles now. By 2027 Bloomberg New Energy Foundation forecast that electric vehicles will be the

cheapest vehicles one can buy and we can expect a rapid transition of our 20m cars. Will this SEPP


https://zeroemissionhomes.com/
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-03595-0

be out-of-date by 2027 for the uptake of battery electric vehicles? In addition, it is highly strategic to

accelerate the uptake of electric vehicles with bi-directional charging, since these will provide the
storage needed to mop up excess solar generation through the day to make it available to EV owners
households during the evening/overnight. The DP SEPP should be anticipating and planning for this

transition. https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/

A.4 About the consultation draft
Application of the DP SEPP

The DP SEPP should apply to Class 7a buildings in relation to the provision of electric vehicle charging
from zero emission power sources. Car park owners should be encouraged to install solar PV
(doubling as shade) on the top storey of their buildings.

A.5 Amendments to other instruments

We applaud the intentions to Limiting solar absorptance, but this should be based on a performance
threshold of say 0.5 with the subjective “light” colour used as a “deemed to satisfy” requirement
where the absorptance is not known. (Some coatings may appear dark in colour but still have a low
absorptance (be highly reflective at non-visible wavelengths).

B. Stakeholder engagement and response
B.1 Certainty and flexibility

We applaud the proposed improvements.
B.2 Commerciality and feasibility

We note the comment that “The commerciality and feasibility of development is subject to many
factors, including unforeseen events and changing market preferences”. Accordingly, the SEPP
should be taking a longer term view on the extreme urgency for decarbonisation (and the need to
keep promoting solar uptake) and the transition to electric vehicles which is now likely to accelerate
dramatically. This is highly strategic for the viability of intermittent renewables and reducing to
demand on the grid from renewables. As drafted the SEPP is in danger of quickly appearing flat-
footed to these rapid transitions.

B.3 Sustainability and ambition
Designing for the future

“No developed country has more to lose from climate change-fuelled extreme weather, or
more to gain as the world transforms to a zero carbon economy, than Australia does.”

— Climate Council

Once again, transition to net zero is last on the list revealing deep seated denial and complacency to
what represents an existential threat to our entire species and the urgency for radical transition
could not be greater. If we trigger the last 6 of 15 climate feedback loops (likely within 3-5 years as
we cross 2DegC of warming) we WILL set in motion unstoppable climate transition to unsurvivable 4-


https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/
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6DegC of warming. Without survival all else fails - markets, businesses, jobs, and economies. If you
feel tempted to consider this alarmist, then please reconsider it as precautionary given that the
stakes just couldn’t be any higher. If this proves to be alarmist then we will have transitioned to
cheap renewable energy, gained complete energy independence and security and transitioned to
renewable transport and industry sooner than we needed to — where’s the down-side? If this is not
alarmist then the implications are apocalyptic. “DON’T LOOK UP!”

C.2 Sustainability in residential buildings (BASIX)

We reiterate the NEED to transition BASIX to an emissions basis and to set the standard at net zero.
We reiterate that the CRIS for the NCCV2 update didn’t even consider the option of net zero and
that the economic case, based on affordability for the homeowner is even better for the Net Zero
home than for the 7* energy efficient home that the BASIX update is intended to replicate. For best
economic benefit to NSW homeowners, BASIX SHOULD adopt the net zero emissions standard NOW,
in addition to not adding to the stock of new buildings and developments that continue to add to the
threats to our children and grandchildren’s survivable futures. There’s simply no excuse!

We applaud that you have responded to public commentary opposing trade-offs of other
sustainability measures against the thermal comfort and energy performance requirements

C.3 Sustainability in non-residential buildings

The DP SEPP should immediately mandate net zero for all new developments or that energy
supplied to a new development can only be supplied from renewable energy sources.

The SEPP should include precinct-wide provisions that allow industrial and warehouse buildings with
large roof areas, but small energy demands to be able to sell excess generation (Virtual Power Plant)
from their rooftop solar installations to other entities (commercial or industrial units, multi-
residential tenancies) for whom it is not possible to meet their energy demands from their own solar
installations. This might include selling excess solar power for car-park EV charging points.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



Design and Place SEPP
State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021 under the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979

Public Comment from the Campaign for Net Zero Emission Homes
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/

N Howard

20-02-2022

We support the proposed State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021 subject to
the following comments:

12 Design principles and design considerations

We applaud the principle-based approach, but consider the implied priorities to be inappropriate.
The latest science on climate change is truly alarming, so alarming that we all seem to be ignoring it
— “DON’T LOOK UP!":

e According to Steffen et al 15 climate feedback loops are likely to all be triggered if we cross
the threshold of 2DegC of global warming — This is likely to happen before 2030. Once
triggered the climate will transition unstoppably to unsurvivable 4-6DegC of warming.

e According to Tim Lenton et al, there is real physical evidence from isotope studies of ice-core
CO2 that 9 of the 15 feedback loops are already triggered

e According to IPCC AR6 we have eleven years to decarbonise globally to keep global warming
below 1.5DegC, but a breakaway group of IPCC scientists say that we have far less time than
this.

e Professor Sir David King, former UK Chief Scientist, and his Cambridge Climate Crisis Advisory
Group say we need radical change in the next three to five years and even if we achieve net
zero by 2030 our survival will depend on unproven, highly risky geo-engineering.

Accordingly Principle 1 HAS to be to provide a survivable environment for future generations, not an
afterthought added to 8 Resource efficiency “and emissions reduction”. There is NOTHING more
important in the planning instruments than emissions reduction urgently for a survivable future.

Inside this principle, our planning guidance HAS to reflect the extreme urgency of the need to
radically decarbonise all aspects of our lifestyle — there is no time left for a “Pathway” to net zero,
we need net zero NOW! When this is immediately more affordable and economic for all except the
fossil fuel industries, there simply isn’t any excuse for delay.

(2) The considerations that guide the implementation of the design principles are as follows—
Design principle Design considerations

Accordingly it is just beyond belief that emissions reduction to provide a survivable future is almost a
hidden afterthought of the fourth Design Principle - to Deliver sustainable and greener places to
Green infrastructure - ensure the well-being of people and the environment - Resource efficiency


https://thedriven.io/2021/05/11/new-bnef-analysis-finds-that-evs-will-be-cheaper-than-ice-cars-by-2027/
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-021-02287-y
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http://www.sbe16sydney.be.unsw.edu.au/Proceedings/31451.pdf
https://www.pnas.org/content/115/33/8252
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and emissions reduction. NOTHING should be more important than emissions reduction and
providing for a survivable future!

What is the point of beauty and amenity, a sense of belonging for people, inviting public spaces,
enhanced public life, engaged communities, productive and connected places to enable
communities to thrive, sustainable and greener places to ensure the well-being of people and the
environment, diverse places for enduring communities if there’s no people to benefit from them.
What does resilience mean if you’ve gone extinct as a species from climate change? “DON’T LOOK
up!l”

More generally, there is no serious consideration of energy and other service infrastructure and how
this should be integrated. The NSW Government does have a commitment to reduce emissions
through energy generation but how this is to be done on a local level needs to be integrated with
this policy. Energy infrastructure is changing very rapidly and is on the verge of total transformation
to a more distributed, integrated grid. No consideration of this or the changing world of energy
purchasing and reticulation, local batteries, impact of EV's etc. is included Any planning on a precinct
level needs to properly allow for this to be integrated.

19 Design consideration—sustainable transport and walkability

“(e) supports the installation of infrastructure for charging electric vehicles.” This should put
emphasis on the provision of bi-directional charging for electric vehicles both for public parking and
in the provision of home charging. This is highly strategic for optimising the viability of intermittent
renewable energy and displacing fossil fuelled power from our grids.

21 Design consideration—resource efficiency and emissions reduction

For urban design development involving subdivision, the use of gas should not just be minimised, it
should be precluded - we know of no examples where electricity cannot perform all of the functions
currently performed by gas - for cooking, heating and hot water.

Greenhouse gas emissions should not just be minimised, they should be eliminated with all sources
of emissions within their supply chains replaced with renewable electricity and the goal of achieving
net zero emission needs bringing forward to 2030 at the very latest.

We welcome the suggestions for passive design, energy efficiency and use of renewable energy, but
these must be increased in stringency as mandates for net zero emissions.

We welcome the proposals for water sensitive urban design and maximising water re-use, provided
this doesn’t entail greater use of non-renewable energy or greater methane emissions.

26 Energy and water use standards for non-residential development

We welcome the provisions for the reduction and shifting of peak demand for electricity, the
acceleration of uptake of batteries, metering and monitoring of energy consumption but point out
that accelerated uptake of battery electric vehicles with bi-directional storage is likely to overcome
all problems of renewable energy storage and minimise the need for grid investment.

Division 2 BASIX standards for residential development


https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/
https://www.ipcc.ch/assessment-report/ar6/
https://www.ipcc.ch/assessment-report/ar6/

27 BASIX standards

BASIX should be adapted to an emissions basis and mandate net zero now for all new homes.
Compliance to a net zero homes standard requires no new capabilities, is easy to comply with (North
facing roofs, with sufficient solar photovoltaics, all electric with no gas connection), provides homes
that are more affordable for homeowners from day 1 (in all NSW climate zones) and provides more
employment. A net zero standard is consistent in all climate zones requiring no discontinuities in
requirements for say neighbours either side of a climate zone boundary.

We consider the lack of a single consistent, universally adopted standard for the production of
embodied emissions data for materials and products makes embodied emissions assessments
unreliable at the current time. The joint industry/federal government funded BPLCI project
established a viable multiple industry consensus standard in 2011 and a database of main
construction product data compliant to the methodology. Subsequently though commercial vested
interests have lobbied against the standard and key requirements have been compromised. If the

original version of the BPLCI methodology was restored and compliant data mandated as the only
reliable source of embodied emissions data then these considerations should be included. As we
transition fully to decarbonised energy embodied emissions will become the only emissions for us to
be concerned about.

Part 3 Assessment of development (c) embodied emissions, (d) thermal performance. (2) Subsection
(1) does not apply to development involving a heritage item or within a heritage conservation area if
the Planning Secretary is satisfied that the development is not capable of achieving the standard
specified in Schedule 2 because of the development controls that apply. Consultation note— The
final version of this Policy will include the standards for energy use, water use and thermal
performance for other BASIX affected development, such as alterations and additions.

29 BASIX commitments not to be displaced

This should apply to net zero provisions equally.

Division 3 Residential apartment development

33 Car parking requirements for new buildings and green travel plans

The car parking provisions for new buildings should include the requirement for bi-directional
charging of electric vehicles. If this provision is not made now, then the SEPP will rapidly become
out of date. If bi-directional charging is mandated, then this will make all of the electric vehicle
batteries available to stabilise and minimise demand on the grid and provide distributed storage for
intermittent renewable energy. (Once the 20m cars in Australia have transitioned this will provide 2
days of the entire grid capacity as storage making many of the storage and firming investments that
we are funding publicly now like Snowy 2.0, Kurri Kurri gas peaking plant and even community
batteries etc. all redundant white elephants.

Schedule 1 Energy and water use standards for non-residential development

2 Energy use


https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/

The basis for assessment should not be energy use (economic), it should be emissions (survivable
future) and the criterion adopted should be net zero.

No gas connection should be permitted and all services should be electric for heating, cooling, hot
water, lighting and power uses. Any building that cannot service its own loads from on-site
renewable energy sources MUST contract for renewable energy decarbonised energy from off-site.

The energy efficiency standards mandated by JP1 (7* energy efficiency), by Green Star Building
ratings or by NABERS energy commitment agreements are not stringent enough to guarantee a zero
emission performance.

It should be noted that the energy cost savings from the additional investment in net zero
commercial buildings provide a better return on investment than the yield in commercial property,
making investment in net zero buildings a good business decision.

Schedule 2 Energy and water use, embodied emissions and thermal performance standards for
BASIX affected development

Part 2 Energy use
3 Energy use

Whilst it is pleasing to note that the underlying rationale for the energy efficiency reductions is really
carbon dioxide emission reductions the whole approach is overly complex and under ambitious for
the times. ONLY net zero emissions should be mandated for a survivable future and this provides
simplicity, clarity of purpose and consistency regardless of climate zone.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



Design and Place SEPP
BASIX Proposed Higher Standards

Public Comment from the Campaign for Net Zero Emission Homes
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/

N Howard

20-02-2022

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed higher standards for BASIX. Our
comments are as follows:

A net zero by 2050 target is no longer adequate — it is reckless toward a survivable future for our
entire species. Latest science says that even net zero by 2030 is not good enough.

e IPCC AR6 — eleven years to decarbonise globally.

e Prof Will Steffen et al and their Hothouse Earth modelling identifying 15 compounding
climate feedback loops that once triggered will accelerate climate change unstoppably to
unsurvivable 4-6DegC of warming — extinction of our species and 90% of others. Likely all
triggered by 2DegC of warming — 2030.

e Prof Tim Lenton et al research revealing from ice core data, there is real physical evidence of
the feedback mechanisms already triggered for 9 of the 15 mechanisms.

e There may be other feedback loops — phytoplankton recently proposed.

e Professor Sir David King, former UK Chief Scientist, and his Cambridge Climate Crisis Advisory
Group say we need radical change in the next three to five years and even with net zero by
2030 our survival will depend on unproven risky geo-engineering.

e Professor Frank Fenner predicts that humans will probably be extinct within 100 years,
because of overpopulation, environmental destruction and climate change.

e Scientists see significant potential to reduce methane emissions quickly since these are
much more potent greenhouse gases than CO2 — if we eliminate gas from buildings, we
eliminate the supply chain contributing to these emissions.

DON’T LOOK UP!

It is no longer good enough for our population either. Lowy polls say:

e 60% of Australians say ‘global warming is a serious and pressing problem. We should begin
taking steps now, even if this involves significant costs’

e 55% of Australians say the government’s main priority for energy policy should be ‘reducing
carbon emissions’.

o 74% of Australians say ‘the benefits of taking further action on climate change will outweigh
the costs’.

e Almost all Australians (91%) say they would support the federal government ‘providing
subsidies for the development of renewable energy technology’.

e 77% of Australians support the government subsidising electric vehicle purchases.

Accordingly, the “Trajectory for Low Energy Buildings” is now recklessly complacent to the urgency
of change needed for a survivable future — the timescales proposed need to be accelerated to net
zero by 2030 or sooner and in the case of single family housing it is easy to do NOW!
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“Fewer carbon emissions” is not good enough — there’s no excuse for not mandating net zero now
to give our children and grandchildren a shot at a survivable future. No excuse because net zero
homes are also immediately more affordable — the savings in monthly energy costs are 8 times
greater than the additional costs added to the monthly mortgage repayments for the net zero
measures (See calculations below).

Net zero for homes is easy to achieve, requiring no new technology or capability building — all
aspects are well established — it requires:

e meeting the proposed 7* energy efficiency requirements plus

e ensuring the roof is oriented to the north plus

e prohibiting gas connection (gas heating or hot water) plus

e installing sufficient solar photovoltaics to meet building loads (In NSW for the average home,
at most 7kWp of photovoltaics are needed in climate zone 65, average 3.5kWp — see
calculations below).

Such are the benefits of rooftop solar built-in, most homeowners are likely to opt for additional solar
beyond the minimum, to meet building loads and cover their additional energy uses and provide for
electric vehicle charging. (Anecdotally 6kW is the most common retrofit solar PV installation).

According to Bloomberg New Energy Foundation, by 2027, electric vehicles will be the cheapest
vehicles you can buy.

NSW should also be mandating the provision of bi-directional charging for electric vehicles such that
homeowners can use their electric vehicle batteries as a home battery — storing excess generation
through the day to power their house through the evening/night and even for providing grid storage.

NSW should be accelerating the uptake of electric vehicles to overcome the problems of
intermittency in renewables generation. The transition to electric vehicles is inevitable anyway and
they will provide 2 full days of electricity storage to the grid once we’ve transitioned (2.5 Snowy
2.0’s). Since car batteries would be distributed around the grid, with bi-directional charging these
will mostly reduce not increase pressure on the grid (and reduce the need to invest in grid
upgrades). The transition to electric vehicles will make many current investments in storage
redundant — there is a worrying lack of joined-up, longer-term, technically sophisticated thinking in
government at all levels!

The solar and electric vehicle provisions added to a standard home package will employ more people
and provide homebuilders with more opportunities to value-add. The renewables supply chain
provides at least 3 times the jobs of the fossil fuel supply chain.

Cheaper Energy Bills — whilst it is claimed that the proposed changes to BASIX will provide savings in
energy bills of up to $980, for the average sized net zero home, savings of up to $1362 (5239 - $1362
depending on climate zone) would be realised — see calculations below.

Adopting an emissions basis and a net zero standards is far simpler, less arbitrary (especially close to
climate zone boundaries) and transparent than having a set of energy efficiency benchmarks that
vary by climate zone. This will almost certainly result in reduced costs to demonstrate and verify
compliance and hopefully lead to innovation for buildings that are net restorative. At very least in
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2022, our buildings should not be contributing to emissions that may send our children and
grandchildren extinct in a shorter period than the life of the buildings.

There’s simply no excuse for not changing the basis for BASIX calculations to CO2-e emissions and
mandating net zero for homes NOW and adapting BASIX accordingly.

It is accepted that net zero for multi-residential units is more challenging with a larger energy use
per unit of roof area — for low rise units net zero may still be possible.

In the case of multi-residential units, a deemed to satisfy requirement might be used where the roof
is oriented to the north and at least 80% of the North facing roof area is provided with solar PV.

Planning should mandate North facing roofs and 80% coverage with solar photovoltaics for industrial
units such that excess solar from industrial units can compensate for the short-fall for higher rise
multi-residential and commercial buildings.

In collaboration with grid providers, regulations should be adapted to permit industrial units to sell
excess energy from their large roof areas via a Virtual Power Plant facilitator or grid operator to
properties that cannot meet their building loads from their own rooftops. We now need creative
solutions to get to net zero for all homes, commercial, public and industrial and all of our transport
(Public and Private).

We cannot solve the existential climate change crisis with small thinking — go big or go extinct.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



Data from Proposed BASIX Standard

Conversion 0.277778 kWh/Mj :
https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/2021, Heat Pump COP 300% resil ial/supporting C 20R15%20%20P! 1%20NCC%202022%20residential%20energy%20efficiency%20provision
Pra %20BASIX%20Higher%20Standards %20« pdf Solar Equiv.hrs/day 3.00 hrs/day 1.50% CRIS mortgage addition %
Table A: Proposed maximum allowable loads for detached and semi-detached dwellings based on floor types Av. House Cost $ 808400 $ 327.00 CRIS mortgage addition $
Av. House 235 m2
NatHERS MI/m2/yr MI/yr Slab on ground Floor
climate Slab on ground Suspended Floor Slab on ground Suspended Floor Mi/fyr Net Zero Mortgage  Energy BCR Mi/yr Net Zero Mortgage Energy BCR
zone |Total Heating  Cooling |Heating Cooling Heating  Cooling [Heating Cooling Electric Gas kWh/yr kWp PV Cost$ % Addition Addition $/y Saving $/yr | 1: Electric Gas kWh/yr — kWp PV Cost$ % Additior Addition $, Saving $/y| 1:
8 75 52 45 48 53 12220 10575 11280 12455 9903 12892 3945 3.60 3227 0.40% 87 701 8.06 10311 13424 4107 3.75 3360 0.42% 91 730 8.06
9 - 24.9 64.6 26.3 67 5852 15181 6181 15745 9137 11895 3640 3.32 2977 0.37% 80 647 8.06 9525 12400 3794 3.46 3104 0.38% 84 675 8.06
10 - 20.4 47.1 23.8 45.9 4794 11069 5593 10787 6891 8971 2745 2.51 2245 0.28% 61 488 8.06 7116 9264/ 2834 2.59 2319 0.29% 63 504 8.06
11 - 229 315 26.3 30.2 5382 7403 6181 7097 5554 7230 2212 2.02 1810 0.22% 49 393 8.06 5768 7509 2298 2.10 1879 0.23% 51 409 8.06
14 120 115 10 110 17 27025 2350 25850 3995 12762 16613 5083 4.64 4158 0.51% 112 904 8.06 12966 16879 5164 4.72 4225 0.52% 114 918 8.06
15 51 45.9 29.8 36.1 329 10787 7003 8484 7732 7728 10061 3078 2.81 2518 0.31% 68 547 8.06 7044 9171 2806 2.56 2295 0.28% 62 499 8.06
17 30 15.5 17.5 25 15.1 3643 4113 5875 3549 3369 4386 1342 1.23 1098 0.14% 30 239 8.06 4094 5330 1631 1.49 1334 0.17% 36 290 8.06
18 61 55 28.1 53.4 325 12925 6604 12549 7638 8484 11045 3379 3.09 2764 0.34% 75 601 8.06 8770 11417 3493 3.19 2857 0.35% 77 621 8.06
20 96 90 32,6 85.1 41.1 21150 7661 19999 9659 12517 16294 4986 4.55 4078 0.50% 110 887 8.06 12884 16773 5132 4.69 4198 0.52% 113 913 8.06
24 122 117 30 108 35 27495 7050 25380 8225 15008 19537 5978 5.46 4890 0.60% 132 1,063 8.06 14599 19006 5815 531 4757 0.59% 128 1,034 8.06
25| 298 No Max No Max | No Max No Max [ No Max " No Max [ No Max ” No Max - " - [ - o o " - " - - - - - - - - - - -
27 79 75.6 47.3 64.2 52.8 17766 11116 15087 12408 12547 16334 4998 4.56 4088 0.51% 110 889 8.06 11945 15550 4758 4.35 3892 0.48% 105 846 8.06
28 60 54.9 375 53.6 43.4 12902 8813 12596 10199 9433 12281 3757 3.43 3074 0.38% 83 668 8.06 9903 12892 3945 3.60 3227 0.40% 87 701 8.06
46 75 453 44.7 51 47.9 10646 10505 11985 11257 9188 11962 3660 3.34 2994 0.37% 81 651 8.06 10097 13145 4022 3.67 3290 0.41% 89 715 8.06
48 79 70.9 20.8 67.1 27.9 16662 4888 15769 6557 9362 12188 3729 3.41 3050 0.38% 82 663 8.06 9699 12626 3863 3.53 3160 0.39% 85 687 8.06
56 30 24.4 17.9 24.4 18.9 5734 4207 5734 4442 4319 5622 1720 1.57 1407 0.17% 38 306 8.06 4421 5755 1761 1.61 1440 0.18% 39 313 8.06
65 156 150 15.7 149.8 385 35250 3690 35203 9048 16917 22023 6738 6.15 5512 0.68% 149 1,198 8.06 19224 25027 7657 6.99 6264 0.77% 169 1,362 8.06
69 277 No Max No Max | No Max No Max No Max No Max | No Max No Max - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Max 6.15 5,512 Max 6.99 6,264
Min 1.23 1,098 Min 1.49 1,334
Av 3.48 3,118 Av 3.60 3,225
Table B: Proposed maximum allowable loads for multi-unit developments (5 storeys or lower) Multi-unit developments (5 storeys or lower)
Av. House 235 m2
NatHERS (MJ/m2.annum) Ml/yr
climate Dwellings Average of All Dwellings Individual Dwellings Mi/yr Net Zero Mortgage Energy BCR
zone |Total Heating  Cooling |Total Heating  Cooling Heating  Cooling Electric Gas kWh/yr  kwWp PV Cost$ % Addition _Addition $/y Saving $/yr | 1:
8 - 47.8 74.9 - 45.6 713 11233 17602 12527 16308 4990 4.56 4082 0.50% 110 887 8.06
9 - 26.4 68.6 - 24.9 64.6 6204 16121 9699 12626 3863 3.53 3160 0.39% 85 687 8.06
10 - 21.4 49.4 - 20.4 47.1 5029 11609 7228 9410 2879 2.63 2355 0.29% 64 512 8.06
11 - 24.1 33.2 - 229 315 5664 7802 5850 7616 2330 213 1906 0.24% 51 414 8.06
14 - 189.2 37.4 - 176.1 34.8 44462 8789 23134 30117 9215 8.42 7538 0.93% 203 1,639 8.06
15 - 55.8 33 - 53.3 31.6 13113 7755 9066 11802 3611 3.30 2954 0.37% 80 642 8.06
17 - 24.8 27.9 - 23.9 26.9 5828 6557 5380 7004 2143 1.96 1753 0.22% 47 381 8.06
18 - 783 335 - 73.5 315 18401 7873 11414 14859 4546 4.15 3719 0.46% 100 808 8.06
20 - 133.5 52.1 - 123.6 48.3 31373 12244 18948 24668 7547 6.89 6174 0.76% 166 1,342 8.06
24 - 200.5 40.2 - 185.7 37.2 47118 9447 24574 31991 9788 8.94 8007 0.99% 216 1,741 8.06
25 - 503 No Max - 475 No Max 118205 - - - - - - - - - -
27 - 80.4 65.5 - 74.9 61 18894 15393 14895 19391 5933 5.42 4853 0.60% 131 1,055 8.06
28 - 61.7 62.2 - 56.2 56.7 14500 14617 12649 16467 5038 4.60 4121 0.51% 111 896 8.06
46 - 53.3 66 - 51.4 63.5 12526 15510 12180 15856 4851 4.43 3968 0.49% 107 863 8.06
48 - 94.1 48.4 - 88.4 45.5 22114 11374 14548 18939 5795 5.29 4740 0.59% 128 1,030 8.06
56 - 323 21 - 30.9 20 7591 4935 5442 7084 2167 1.98 1773 0.22% 48 385 8.06
65 - 254.4 24.2 - 239.3 22.7 59784 5687 28443 37028 11329 10.35 9267 1.15% 250 2,015 8.06
69 - 492.1 No Max - 455  No Max 115644 - - - - - - - - - -
Table C: Proposed maximum allowable loads for multi-unit developments (6 storeys or higher) Multi-unit developments (6 storeys or higher)
Av. House 235 m2
NatHERS (MJ/m2.annum) Mi/yr
climate Dwellings Average of All Dwellings Individual Dwellings Mi/yr Net Zero Mortgage Energy BCR
zone [Total Heating  Cooling |Total Heating  Cooling Heating  Cooling Electric Gas kWh/yr  kWp PV Cost$ % Addition Addition $/y Saving $/yr | 1:
8 95 68.3 71.9 75 51 50 16051 16897 14313 18634 5701 5.21 4664 0.58% 126 1,014 8.06
9 - 26.4 68.6 - 24.9 64.6 6204 16121 9699 12626 3863 3.53 3160 0.39% 85 687 8.06
10 - 21.4 49.4 - 20.4 47.1 5029 11609 7228 9410 2879 2.63 2355 0.29% 64 512 8.06
11 - 24.1 33.2 - 229 315 5664 7802 5850 7616 2330 213 1906 0.24% 51 414 8.06
14 158 155 10.7 120 118 6 36425 2515 16917 22023 6738 6.15 5512 0.68% 149 1,198 8.06
15 66 53 33.8 51 45.4 323 12455 7943 8862 11536 3530 3.22 2887 0.36% 78 628 8.06
17 39 35 20.4 30 28 17.6 8225 4794 5656 7363 2253 2.06 1843 0.23% 50 401 8.06
18 81 65.5 34.4 61 56.2 32.7 15393 8084 10199 13277 4062 371 3323 0.41% 90 722 8.06
20 127 117.2 47.3 96 90 40.9 27542 11116 16794 21863 6689 6.11 5472 0.68% 148 1,190 8.06
24| 161 157.2 319 122 118 24 36942 7497 19306 25133 7690 7.02 6290 0.78% 170 1,367 8.06
25| 366 NoMax  NoMax 298  No Max No Max - - 0 0 0 - 0 0.00% 0 - -
27| 103 813 54.4 79 68 45.5 19106 12784 13854 18036 5518 5.04 4514 0.56% 122 981 8.06
28 79 65.1 61.8 60 59.6 45 15299 14523 12956 16866 5160 4.71 4221 0.52% 114 918 8.06
46 94 65.1 61.8 75 51 48.4 15299 14523 12956 16866 5160 4.71 4221 0.52% 114 918 8.06
48| 104 94.2 30.8 79 75.9 25.2 22137 7238 12762 16613 5083 4.64 4158 0.51% 112 904 8.06
56 38 325 19.8 30 28.1 18.7 7638 4653 5339 6951 2127 1.94 1740 0.22% 47 378 8.06
65| 200 183.5 20.6| 156 153.3 33.1 43123 4841 20837 27126 8300 7.58 6789 0.84% 183 1476 8.06
69| 339 NoMax NoMax 277 No Max No Max - - 0 0 0 - 0 0.00% 0 - -




Design and Place SEPP
Apartment Design Guide

Public Comment from the Campaign for Net Zero Emission Homes
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/

N Howard

20-02-2022

We support the proposed Apartment Design Guide subject to the following comments:

Part1

1.2 Built form and siting

Low-rise apartments may still be able to meet much of their building loads from rooftop solar, but
no consideration seems to have been given to this possibility within this section.

1.6 Parking

1.6.3 states “Support sustainable vehicle use by providing ‘EV-ready’ car parking.” — this needs to go
further by providing bi-directional car charging to all car parking spaces. Electric Vehicles will be the
cheapest cars one can buy by 2027 (Bloomberg NEF) so the transition to electric vehicles is likely to
happen very fast. This guide will be rapidly out-of-date if it doesn’t anticipate this transition as
planning guidance.

Part 3 Environmental considerations

3.1 Energy efficiency

The emphasis of this section should be on the existential threat of climate change and the
imperative of emissions reduction, not on the economic benefits of energy efficiency. Net zero
“readiness” is dangerously complacent to the seriousness and urgency of the climate emergency and
where an apartment cannot meet its own energy needs from rooftop solar, renewable energy must
be contracted.

The apartments must be all-electric by design, with no provision of gas to new apartments.

Rooftop solar should be mandated to the full extent possible, with remaining loads met by
contracted renewable energy.

All car parking spaces should be provided with bi-directional electric vehicle charging such that the
car batteries also provide some storage of renewable energy to the building/grid for the (typically
97% of the) time that the vehicles are not actually driving. These measures are needed now because
otherwise this guidance will quickly go out of date as the electric vehicle transition takes place.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.


https://johnmenadue.com/myopic-thinking-electric-vehicles-and-renewable-power/

Design and Place SEPP
Urban Design Guide

Public Comment from the Campaign for Net Zero Emission Homes
https://zeroemissionhomes.com/

N Howard

20-02-2022

We support the proposed Apartment Design Guide subject to the following comments:

Objective 6 Block Patterns and Street Networks & Objective 17 Lot Layouts

Only one minor non-committal mention in this section of laying out block patterns to optimise solar
orientation and local/micro climatic conditions so that the design of buildings on lots is not
constrained by the lot layout or orientation. Consideration needs to be given to developing a tool for
assessing the performance of lot layouts such as SEDA Solar lot tool.

Objective 19 Development Use Resources efficiently

No mention is made of the transition to a more distributed energy grid which is already starting to
happen and will have significant impact over the next decade.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.


https://cleantechnica.com/2021/05/10/bnef-predicts-electric-cars-will-be-cheaper-in-europe-than-conventional-cars-by-2027/
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cancer-council-nsw-endorsement-of-cancer-institute-nsw-submission.pdf

Submission

Cancer Council NSW would like to commend the NSW Department of Planning and
Environment on the draft Design and Place State Environment Planning Policy (SEPP)

and its supporting guides.

Please find attached a letter from Cancer Council NSW endorsing the submission made by Cancer Institute NSW, and its
recommendations regarding shade for protection from UV radiation in the Urban Design Guide and Apartment Design Guide.

| agree to the above statement
Yes



Cancer
Council

28 February 2022

NSW Department of Planning and Environment
Locked Bag 5022
Parramatta NSW 2124

To whom it may concern,

Re: Cancer Council NSW endorsement of Cancer Institute NSW submission
regarding Design and Place State Environment Planning Policy

Cancer Council NSW would like to commend the NSW Department of Planning and
Environment on the draft Design and Place State Environment Planning Policy (SEPP)
and its supporting guides.

Cancer Council NSW collaborates closely with key stakeholders to reduce the
incidence of skin cancer by improving access to adequate shade in NSW. Cancer
Council NSW is a key partner in the implementation of the NSW Skin Cancer
Prevention Strategy (2017) which defines a comprehensive approach to reducing
overexposure to ultraviolet (UV) radiation and ultimately the incidence of skin cancer in
NSW. The Strategy is a multidisciplinary initiative led by the Cancer Institute NSW, an
agency of NSW Health.

As part of the delivery of the Strategy, the Shade Working Group is committed to
increasing shade across NSW for skin cancer prevention by influencing the planning
system and advocating for shade in the local community. Member organisations of the
Shade Working Group include Cancer Institute NSW, Cancer Council NSW, University
of New South Wales City Future Research Centre, and a strategic and social impact
planner consultant. This letter is being submitted by Cancer Council NSW, which is
also chair of the NSW Skin Cancer Prevention Strategy Shade Working Group.

The purpose of this letter is to endorse the submission made by Cancer Institute NSW,
and its recommendations regarding shade for protection from UV radiation in the Urban
Design Guide and Apartment Design Guide.

Skin cancer in Australia

Australia has the highest levels of UV radiation and the highest incidence rates of skin
cancer worldwide, where two out of every three people are likely to be diagnosed with
skin cancer by the age of 70. UV radiation from the sun causes 95% of melanomas
and 99% of non-melanoma skin cancers in Australia. This means skin cancer is highly
preventable.

The importance of shade in reducing the risk of skin cancer

Quality shade, which is defined as a well-designed and correctly positioned
combination of natural and built shade, can reduce solar UV radiation exposure by up
to 75%. This makes shade a critical component to reducing overall skin cancer risk.
Shade availability and accessibility are key to shade use; it needs to be readily
available across a range of outdoor spaces where children and adults live, work and
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https://www.cancercouncil.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/CINSW-NSW-Skin-Cancer-Prevention-Strategy.pdf
https://www.cancercouncil.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/CINSW-NSW-Skin-Cancer-Prevention-Strategy.pdf

Cancer
Council

play. We know that when shade is provided, people will use it. However, most
frequently the key problem is insufficient access to shade in the right spaces.

Further information on shade is available via Cancer Council NSW’s website such as:
e The co-benefits of shade
e Cancer Council NSW Guidelines to Shade

The importance of shade in the Design and Place SEPP

With a growing strength of evidence supporting the health, environmental, social and
economic benefits of shade, there is now an imperative to use the Design and Place
SEPP and supporting guides to incorporate well designed quality shade.

On behalf of Cancer Council NSW and the NSW Skin Cancer Prevention Strategy
Shade Working Group, we support Cancer Institute NSW’s submission. If you would
like any further information or support, please feel free to contact me via

Yours sincerely,

Elizabeth King

Chair, NSW Skin Cancer Prevention Strategy Shade Working Group
Skin Cancer Prevention Manager

Cancer Council NSW
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https://www.cancercouncil.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Shade-a-planning-and-design-priority.pdf
https://www.cancercouncil.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Guidelines_to_shade_WEB2.pdf

Submitted on Sun, 27/02/2022 - 19:16

Submitted by: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Submission Type
| am submitting on behalf of my organisation

Name

First name
Charles

Last name
Lake

| would like my submission to remain confidential
No

Info

Email

Suburb/Town & Postcode
Earlwood

Please provide your view on the project
| support it

Submission file

comments-on-basix-review-2020-canterbury-bankstown-climate-action-network.docx

Submission

Submission on BASIX review from Canterbury Bankstown Climate Action Network

| agree to the above statement
Yes



NSW BASIX Higher Standards submission — Canterbury Bankstown Climate Action Network

NSW must find a clear pathway to achieve net-zero in existing and new residential housing.

While BASIX Higher Standards is a move in the right direction it does not go far enough or provide
a clear pathway to achieve net-zero housing in NSW. The current proposal fails on the following key
points:

e to provide a pathway to net-zero housing development in line with the Paris Climate Accords
to which Australia is a signatory to limit global warming to 2 degrees, preferably 1.5 degrees

e to phase out gas in favour of all-electric buildings powered by renewable energy.

e toincrease the efficiency and thermal comfort of multi-unit developments (5 storeys or
lower)

e to regulate the emissions associated with the construction process and the embodied
energy in building materials

Gas is a high-emissions energy source and new homes should not include gas appliances. New
dwellings should exclude the provision of gas supply as research shows that electric powered homes
are more efficient, healthier and cheaper to run, averaging over $10,000 savings over 10 years
compared to houses with gas appliances, thereby offsetting the capital costs of solar panels and
allowing the uptake of better efficiency measures. (i)

Multi-unit residential development should not be excluded from higher standards. These
developments can easily and economically achieve higher thermal comfort standards (ii), in other
words they appear to be shifting the NatHERS goalposts with regard to omitting the maximum
allowable loads for a single occupancy unit (SOU) instead of tightening up the actual energy budget.

NSW should regulate to use the BASIX tool as an important part of its net-zero strategy. Of new
housing in Sydney, increased densities introduced by NSW Planning result in more than 50% of new
homes being medium/high density (iii). Multi-unit developments should therefore be encouraged to
exceed the NatHERS star band so the majority of new homes in NSW are not excluded from the
proposed BASIX Higher Standards and the benefits that increased energy efficiency offers to home
owners. BASIX should provide a net-zero pathway for homes that perform better than the bare
minimum.

It is inevitable that regulations will have to be tightened substantially more to because BASIX only
regulates for energy in operation. To achieve net-zero, there must be regulation of the embodied
carbon in new dwellings. BASIX Higher Standards should include measures to regulate embodied
carbon.

NSW must find a clear pathway to achieve net-zero in existing and new residential housing.

While BASIX Higher Standards is a move in the right direction it does not go far enough or provide a
clear pathway to achieve net-zero housing in NSW and avoid catastrophic climate change in
accordance with the Paris Accords.

(i)https://renew.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/Household_fuel_choice_in_the NEM_Revised June_2018.pdf

(ii)https://www.afr.com/property/residential/we-re-going-to-force-builders-to-start-designing-7-
star-20220208-p59ulh

(iii)https://www.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-06/a-housing-strategy-for-nsw-fact-
book_0.PDF



CHIPPENDALE RESIDENTS INTEREST GROUP (CRIG)
Proposed DESIGN & PLACE SEPP Package

Email: [

Chippendale, is a suburb undergoing significant change.

In recent years, the local population has tripled to more than 10,000 residents living in 0.35 sq. km of
area (taking out Sydney railway yards), with parts of Chippendale now housing more than 500
people/ha.

In addition, three university campuses have expanded into Chippendale, i.e. University of Notre
Dame campus, UTS and University of Sydney. On top, is a growing business and creative community.

Chippendale also faces major redevelopment as a consequence of the ‘Central Precinct Renewal
Program’ with 200m plus towers proposed for the Western Gateway which will overshadow Central
Station’s famous clock tower. The result of the government’s Unsolicited Proposal process, critically

the rezoning serves as a precedent for the remainder of the 12 ha precinct, with the local

community still largely in the dark about the plans.

Likewise there are a number of potential sites in Chippendale, where the proposed Design & Place

SEPP and the supporting guidelines would apply.

Yet the suburb already faces a number of key challenges.

To this end, we considered the proposed SEPP and supporting guidelines in terms of some of the

inherent challenges locally. Our observations follow:

Challenge

Proposed DP SEPP & supporting guidelines

Protecting existing residential communities within
mixed use zones, and adjacent communities.

Chippendale is unusual in that the larger
proportion of the suburb is historically zoned
mixed use, despite many of the streets being low
rise terrace homes in a fine grained and small
street grid intercepted by the odd businesses.

Homes particularly in Chippendale’s east which
are located in the Heritage Conservation Area (off
Abercrombie) have little if any setback to the
front, side and also the rear of their properties,
Properties are also often back-ended by much
higher commercial buildings, and often share
walls, with no cavity.

Yet a number of sites may be redeveloped (or the
use of the premises may change. Thisis a
particularly sensitive issue. Likewise the existing
and historic street grid needs to be maintained.

The proposed ADG and UDG dos not
adequately address some of inherent
challenges for existing residential
communities.

Rather, the UDG seeks to protect
venues/entertainment uses from
encroachment, with ‘vibrant’ neighbourhoods
a priority.

However, in the case of Chippendale, it’s the
existing residential communities who have
long lived here, who need to be protected
from influx of new businesses and venues —
and new operators. This has become a key
issue, where some venues (often a new
operator) who feels they don’t need to give a
damn.

Instead the UDG fails to protect residents,
instead making vibrant and active
neighbourhoods a priority.




Challenge

Proposed DP SEPP & supporting guidelines

In response, better protections for existing
communities are needed, and should be
incorporated within the UDG.

Likewise changes in use, and operational
hours should go through a proper DA process,
given the inherent challenges a change in use
could present for existing residential
neighbours.

Very high density and its impact on land prices:
e.g. Central Park over inflated land values inflated
rental and property prices (this includes
consideration for NRAS offsets)

Density thresholds/caps should be included in
order to better manage land values, given too
much density can be detrimental, and over
inflate land values, thereby increasing property
and rental prices.

Further, the absence of independent
consultants and assessments at arm’s length
remains a key challenge (economic
studies/business plan).

Unsustainable communities: Very high student
population with the substantive increase in rentals
(this includes the offset by NHAS) with a
disproportionate amount of residents facing
housing stress, where rentals are more than 30%
of their (low) income (ABS, 2016) thereby leading
to a high population turnover, as students move
out within the first year looking for more
affordable accommodation.

Targets are needed in terms of more
sustainable communities, e.g. reducing
transient populations.

Note: The current proposal for Central
Precinct is allegedly for tech industry plus high
volume student population. Given many of the
major renewal precincts will be delivered on
government land with their potential sale,
independent assessment is critical, particularly
given the impetus for the government to look
for higher returns to offset its budget shortfall.

Public space provisions. Chippendale has one of
the lowest open space provisions, i.e. less than
one metre per resident. This is totally inequitable
when compared to other suburbs in the City of
Sydney LGA, and when compared to Greater
Sydney.

Moreover given more than 50% of residents in
Chippendale live in studios or 1 BR apartments,
most with no balcony, it makes the need for
access to sufficient green space and internal open
space, a greater priority.

The provision of 15% open space indicated in
the UDG is inadequate. Any provision should
also be in addition to green space along major
transport routes where there is noise impact
(e.g. linear space next to a main road or major
transport route).

The provision should also consider population
density to make it more equitable, rather than
rely on a site area and catchment. Moreover to
ameliorate the impact from high density high
rise precincts, a larger green space provision is
a priority.

Further the open space, should have a
minimum of six hours vs four hours,
particularly if it’s the only open space a locality
or suburb has, i.e. one size does not fit all (e.g.
where most people live in tiny apartments




Challenge

Proposed DP SEPP & supporting guidelines

without any balcony as is the case for
Chippendale). Moreover new precincts, e.g.
such as Central Precinct can help to make up
the existing shortfall.

In short, access to open/green space in Greater
Sydney needs to be more equitable,
particularly where the majority of residents
live in small studios or apartments without
even a balcony. This became particularly
evident during Covid where residents were
forced to drive to regional parks in the absence
of having sufficient open space locally, where
they could comfortably walk.

In the case of suburbs where there are already
a number of challenges, such as very high
density areas, open space provisions should be
increased. In addition, further consideration
should be given for passive space.

Moreover open space needs to have solar
access, and not be wind prone and
overshadowed as is the case for Chippendale
Green at Central Park during most of winter.

Provision for open space needs to be better
addressed in the UDG to incentivise developers
to address the shortfall.

In particular, where apartments are in areas
that have robust green space, or are near the
harbour, beaches, or quality open space, have
less provisions. And in the case, where there
are local challenges, or physical barriers exist,
such as a rail line or major roads or existing
green space is close to a road or train line
(noise impact), there are greater green space
and open space provisions, as well as greater
canopy cover.

Mixed apartments: More than 50% of
Chippendale’s population already live in a studio
or 1 BR apartment; many typically living and often
sharing studio/student spaces that are 12 — 20
sqgm (ABS, 2016).

Imperative for greater diversity, with more 2, 3
and 4 bedroom apartments.

The ADG allows for 50% of apartments to be 1
BR, where < 20 apartments. Where already a
high volume of apartments in a locality are
studios/1 BR, the minimum should be reduced
to a third to enable larger apartments to be
introduced.

The ADG does not address over-population in
apartments, an issue that is increasingly a
challenge. Appreciate it’s difficult to address.
However while management vs design is
typically needed, is there an option to




Challenge
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incentivise solutions?

The lack of personal open space within a property,
e.g. the absence of balconies or sufficient open
space within an apartment. The absence of
sufficient internal communal space, increasing
demand on local communities.

The ADG allows 1 metre depth for private
balconies, where studios. This should be
increased to 2 metres.

Further there doesn’t appear to be an
additional provision for private balconies on
main transport routes (a key issue which has
led to poor planning outcomes, and appears to
not be addressed).

Insufficient solar access presents invariable
challenges. For example, a number of blocks at
Central Park only receive early morning solar
access, then the apartment blocks are in shadow
for the remainder of the day, e.g. over 50% of
student accommodation in Block 4N Central Park
does not receive the minimum sunlight threshold,
despite the hours being changed to accommodate
Central Park, i.e. changed from 9am to 3pm to
7am to 3pm to accommodate.

Solar access is critical both internally and also
externally (open space).

In the case of AGD, the changes should be
more aspirational, i.e. a minimum of 3 hours,
from 9am to 3pm rather than diluting the
provision to allow for an 8am start. Further
there ALL residential properties should receive
direct solar access.

In the case the UDG, solar access for open
space is critical during winter, and cooler
months.

Poorly designed buildings that have no fine scale,
and do not integrate well with adjacent buildings;
or dominate the streetscape, and are out of
character with the local heritage conservation
area.

This is not adequately covered in the ADG.

Insufficient setback between buildings, and to
major arterial roads.

This is not adequately covered in the ADG,
particularly where the introduction of a smaller
development could have a substantive impact
on a small street grid in a heritage area.

Further, there should be greater setbacks from
major road and transport systems, as well as
variation to building forms to avoid a street
wall, as well as enabling landscaping to the
street, particularly on major arterial roads, and
transport routes.

Overshadowing on existing
buildings/neighbourhood.

This is not adequately addressed.

Despite the many architectural awards, room
depth at Central Park, has attracted criticism,
particularly as a number of buildings also do not
meet solar access provisions.

This is not adequately addressed.

Inaccessible assets, e.g. what should be publicly
accessible, in terms of access through a facility, a
road and open space (according to the initial
consent approval).

This appears not to have been addressed.




Challenge

Proposed DP SEPP & supporting guidelines

One of the key challenges for larger developments
is that a number of modifications typically follow,
where the publically accessible space is
subsequently privatised, with public access
denied.

Urban heat impact to the general surrounds, and
the lack of breeze while on the other hand wind
impact within a renewal precinct is often extreme.

While more building separation is made, it
appears the impact from major developments
on the area’s surrounds is not addressed, that
is the integration between various building
forms an adjacent development, and also the
impact a larger development has within a
suburb.

This is particularly important given the
inherent challenges that have followed, e.g.
some low rise streets behind Central Park in
Chippendale are now effectively hot houses in
summer, with prevailing winds/ventilation
blocked, i.e. homes sit behind taller buildings
with no setback often on all sides of a building.

Moreover council records in the case of
Chippendale did not accurately reflect where
residents live; e.g. a studio may be in a building
with the building shown as commercial, where
the residents live in the upper section.

Likewise at the same time, there are major
wind tunnels, particularly during winter. This
despite some of expert consultants reviewing
the plans for Central Park. The upshot is it has
made some lower rise heritage homes in
Chippendale virtually unliveable for a large
proportion of the summer months.

Last but not least, grass should be encouraged
for larger urban spaces, and along primary
pedestrian routes and roads, within new
developments to reduce the urban heat impact
from hardscapes. This will necessitate at least
four hours sunlight, but preferably more for
the grass to thrive, along with well-placed
canopy cover.

Community Amenity

For larger projects (UDG), basic amenities
should be included, e.g. seating, bicycle
parking.

For smaller projects (ADG), the opportunity to
incorporate green space with pedestrian
movements, and neighbouring properties,
where should be incentivised. Privately
opened public space should be kept as a




Challenge Proposed DP SEPP & supporting guidelines

minimum, rather public accessible space

encouraged.
Chippendale is effectively split into two, and Parking provisions are reduced, albeit the
surrounded by some of Sydney’s most highly absence of parking does not necessarily relate
trafficked roads with major pollution and health to less traffic given the very high density that
challenges as a consequence. already exists in some parts of Sydney, which is

Major developments such as Central Park have a generated by other modes of transport (uber).
profound impact on traffic both within
Chippendale and access to Chippendale, e.g. there | Moreover the bigger issue of traffic

is a tipping point, where the amount of management and its influx is not addressed,

development cannot be sustained, particularly nor is the subject of apartments on main traffic

given plans for the Central Precinct. corridors, despite the growing evidence in
terms of the health impacts. Similarly these

Prior to Covid which challenge will return, one apartment blocks are unable to meet

block on Central Park regularly had queues of a ventilation provisions. This strategy urgently

few hundred metres long returning home during needs to be reassessed.
peak hour, with security access to the car park,
impacting traffic on major arterial roads. These
drivers typically drive out of Chippendale to work
in suburbs much further afield and are unlikely to
change their mode of transport.

Local council unable to keep up with demand on The density provisions appear to fail to take
local services, e.g. parks, garbage management, into account the existing density or population,
and demand for services, and for example,
what could be the lack of green space. This
should be addressed, as it may be pertinent to
reduce some provisions to accommodate.

Further Comments

The integration with new development within heritage conservation areas is not specified
adequately.

Moreover, the proposed density targets in the Urban Design Guide are not known or understood by
the wider public, with further consultation urgently needed prior to finalising any changes.

Furthermore the density guidelines and approach to street networks appear more aligned to the
achieving the package objectives rather than recognising and valuing the intricacies of some of the
city’s smaller street grids.

In addition, enabling greater flexibility for applicants to make the case for alternative options may
present some challenges. For example, what are the legal implications?

While the improvements that respond to climate change are well supported along with more robust
provisions to the EP&A Regulations, the Package detail is complex, and difficult in part to understand
given the amount of change, making its successful application more challenging.

We have all witnessed the disaster bad design and planning outcomes has delivered our city,
particularly in the past couple of decades. To this end, we believe more aspirational goals are
needed to avoid the mistakes too frequently seen across Sydney.



In the case of Central Park, the changes in the ownership to Frasers provided our local community
with the opportunity for fresh consultation about the concept plan. CRIG’s ask was for the best in
terms of environmental outcomes, the best in terms of architecture, and the best in terms of green
space while largely retaining the site’s precious heritage. While a number of outcomes were not
achieved, we believe, local aspirations raised the bar.

To this end, we suggest the Package should similarly aspire to be best, setting more robust
thresholds in terms of some of the detail.

We still remain concerned the SEPP 65 will be repealed. Further, the transition period appears
intended to allow developers to finalise existing applications, rather than designed to make further
refinements to the Package in response to feedback during a transition period.

Given the proposed Package is not well known or understood by the general public, we suggest the
SEPP and accompanying guidelines be finalised after enabling further feedback and refinements
following a transition period.

Chippendale Residents Interest Group
28 February 2022
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Information

Cities for Play is a Sydney based organisation which aims to inspire communities, councils, and city planners to
create playful and child-friendly cities. We explore how the built environment can promote children's health and
well-being with a focus on play and active mobility. We believe that children's needs should be at the heart of city
design which will in turn create resilient and sustainable communities.

Purpose

The proposed Design and Place State Environmental Planning Policy, including changes to the Apartment Design
Guide and the proposed Urban Design Guide, provides a unique opportunity to redefine urban liveability within
NSW. The intent of this submission is to highlight and advocate for the needs of families with children as a
fundamental consideration which should be prioritised within updated Planning Policy and Design Guidance. The
draft State Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) 2021 (DP SEPP) and in particular the draft
Apartment Design Guide provides improved consideration for the needs of families with children, which was
greatly needed. Nonetheless, a lot more could and should be done to support the needs of families with children
within planning and design guidance, as is outlined in this submission.

Context

Over the past two decades, Australian cities have perused policies of urban consolidation intended to improve the
environmental, social, and economic impacts that are often negatively associated with suburban sprawl’ 2. As
developers and planners have sought to redesign the ‘Australian Dream’ into a more vertical and compact vision,
there has been significant negligence in planning for the needs of families with children, with “new higher density
centres being built essentially for the childless in mind”3.

Even though the number of families choosing to live in compact/urban cities in increasing — to date no Australian
city has a policy on family friendly high-density housing which signals a substantial gap within planning policy.
The effect of neglecting this topic is two-fold. Firstly, it effects the health of children and parents who are currently
living in high-density housing (25% of all apartment households in Sydney- ABS 2016) with designs being
inadequate to their needs. And, secondly it restricts the long-term viability of the compact city vision as families do
not see apartments as a viable option for raising children.

This reinforces the notion that apartments are transitional homes before or after raising a family and moving to the
ultimately desirable suburban detached dwelling* °. If we are serious about creating more compact; walkable,
vibrant, and connected urban environments, then we must critically address how families with children can thrive
in medium and high-density housing through planning and design policy.
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Recommendations

The following recommendations are put forward with the aim of creating more liveable higher density housing and
urban environments for families with children, including consideration to improve the proposed Apartment Design
Guide and the Urban Design Guide.

Designing for Families with Children P |
Fu.mily- Child-
Fnensily ) Friendly
Ho.usu_ng Design Urban Design
Principles Principles

A.
Apartment

Design
Guide

A. Recommendations for the Apartment Design Guide

The proposed changes to the Draft Apartment Design Guide have made significant improvements on addressing
the needs of families with children. In particular the section of ‘Family-friendly Apartments’ notes some important
considerations with the requirement to provide 20 per cent of larger apartments to accommodate the needs of
families with children (Section 2.3). This is an important step in highlighting the specific needs of this user-group
and recognising the long-term importance of ensuring liveability for diverse needs.

Nonetheless there are several lost opportunities in the draft policy to further support and address the needs of
children and parents in relation to communal indoor and outdoor spaces.

As outlined in the ‘The Place you Live’ survey (NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment) the top
requirement for people who live in a house to consider living in an apartment is “having my own private outdoor
space connected to my home”, with 42% of respondents agreeing that this was the most important factor for
them. This highlights the enormous need to create outdoor communal spaces which people use in the same way
that they would a backyard in a detached dwelling. Particularly for families with children this takes on whole new
meaning, creating significant livability issues when children are not able to freely play outdoors without constant
supervision.

This lack of mandated requirements for outdoor and indoor play spaces for children, means that families make
the choice of leaving apartments due to the lack of play provision and the significant consequences that this has
on children’s health and wellbeing. This is already done in many international policy exemplars and can be
addressed with changes to the draft policy through simple changes. Without seriously addressing the need for
children’s play, the viability of apartments as a long-term hosing choice for raising a family is significantly
threatened. Our detailed recommendations addressing these needs are outlined below.
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Apartment Design Guide

Design Suggested Changes Why this is important International guidelines

Guidance

2.1 Common

1.

Lobbies and corridors should be

Play is critical to the development

with this requirement

Toronto: ‘Planning for

Circulation designed to encourage play, of children, aiding in their physical, Children in New Vertical
socialisation and unique identity of emotional, mental and social Communities” (2020)
h includi . . . ing. . ”
omes including consideration for; wellbeing Prowdln.g .opport.unltles Vancouver: *High Density
. . . for play to occur within corridors ) . .
e Design hallways and lobbies with . . . Housing for Families with
and lobbies will encourage social . »
nooks and playful elements to . . . Children” (1992)
. interaction between children and a
foster play and socialising (Refer. . s
sense of community between Tower Hamlets, UK: ‘High
Image 3 & 4) . e
residents. Density Living
. Prow.de Oppor;ynltles .fofr residents v oicomin o el v el gzzslrir::tn(t;(r);glannmg
to_ I GRS b2l rgn.t ity by addressing their needs within
:"th for ex;lrgple’thertprovll(slon e communal areas, will also ensure
anging cniidren's artworks that apartments become a long-
2. Where possible make allowances for term viable housing option for
flexible furniture, seating nooks and families.
storage of toys to promote interaction
and everyday use of communal spaces
(Refer. Image 3, 4 & 6)
2.2 3. Provide mandated minimum play Outdoor play is essential to the Toronto: ‘Planning for
Communal space requirements for all new multi- development of children aiding in Children in New Vertical
Spaces: unit residential developments their physical, emotional, mental Communities” (2020)
| including: . ing. .
Communa including ar?d. social weII.belng Mandating Vancouver: *High Density
Open Space .. minimum requirements for . . .
=  Minimum playable area based on desianated plavable space within Housing for Families with
the size of the development. It is 9 piay P Children” (1992)
. communal shared areas ensures
recommended that at a minimum . . ; .
o . that children have direct access to  London: ‘Shaping
20% of open communal space is . I . .
desianed as plavable space play in lieu of a traditional backyard Neighbourhoods: Children
9 piay P and feel welcome to use the space and Young People’s Play
=  Design guidance defining for play. and Informal Recreation”
.reqwrfaments of playable space Providing storage for loose toys (2011)
including best-practice case study ; s
exemplars (Refer. Image 1 & 2) and equipment within communal
P ' 9 areas will further enhance the
= Consideration for the needs of both  usability of communal spaces and
younger and older children, as well enable play to occur easily and on
as children of various abilities a day-to-day basis.
4. Provide mandated storage Suggesting play areas for children

requirements within communal areas
(including outdoor storage) for toys,
children’s bikes, scooters etc. (Refer.
Image 5)

(rather than mandating) is simply
not sufficient, given the enormous
effect this has on housing choice
for families and impact on
children’s health and wellbeing.
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B. Recommendations for the Urban Design Guide

Children and Youth (0- 18 years of age) form 25% of the population, with their needs being extremely unique to
their phase of development. A high-quality urban environment can have significant positive impacts on children’s
health and wellbeing, providing long-term development benefits and an optimal trajectory for their future.

Given the percentage of the population that this user group represents and the vast benefits of good design to
their physical, social and phycological development, more focus is required in the Urban Design Guidelines to
address their unique needs.

Principles of Child-Friendly Urban Design including;
Access to Nature, Social Connectedness, Agency &
Decision Making, Playability, Active Mobility and a
Sense of Ownership are important considerations
for the design of our neighbourhoods.

These principles are currently significantly lacking

within the draft Urban Design Guidelines with very

Access to Social Agency & little reference to the specific needs of children and
Nature Connectedness Decision-Making youth.

It is recommended that a supplementary “Child and
Youth Urban Design Guide” is created to address the
vast needs of this user group. This would ensure a
comprehensive outline of needs spanning across
different ages and abilities.

Playability Active Mobility Sense of Additionally, below is a series of recommendations
Ownership for changes which should be considered for the
Urban Design Guide providing long-term impact on
the future of our young citizens.

Urban Design Guide

Design Suggested Changes Why this is important International
Guidance guideline
exemplars

Objective 7: Additional note to Design Guidance A majority of Australian children do not  Toronto: ‘Planning
Walking and 7.3 meet the recommended minimum daily ~ for Children in New
cy.cllrmg is e Provide home-zones for children physwal ac.tlvr[y6 'flnd the number of Vertical o
prioritised, children using active transport Communities” (2020)
safe and 9 EnEelEgD 1D S5 LD (_)f (walking, cycling) has declined by 42% s
comfortable EITEHBIET [PEY Enel [ETEeT) since the 1970s’. Today it is Vancouver: ‘High

Density Housing for
Families with
Children” (1992)

for people of (Referto Image 9) estimated, that 60% of Australian

all ages and children are driven to school®
abilities Additional Design Guidance 7.5: compared with only 16% in the 1970s°®



Objective 9:
Landscape
features and
microclimates
enhance
human health
and
biodiversity

Objective
12: Public an
open space is
high-quality,
varied and
adaptable

Consider the needs of more
vulnerable community members,
including children and youth.

e Allocate Children’s Safe Travel
Routes within local
neighbourhoods which delineate
designated safe routes for
children. (Refer Image 7 & 8)

e Encourage way-finding signage
and graphics which delineate
Children’s Safe Travel Routes
(Refer Image 7 & 8)

e Provide playful interventions
along Children’s Safe Travel
Route which encourage play
and active mobility (Refer to
Image 10)

e  Connect Children’s Safe Travel
Routes to local schools and
child-oriented facilities such as
play spaces and community
facilities

Ad(ditional note to Design Guidance
9.1/9.2

e Provide opportunities for the
community including children to
learn about the importance of
protecting the environment
through signage and
environmental graphics

e Provide opportunities for children
to connect with nature through
water and nature play elements

Ad(ditional Design Guidance 12.7:

Create a network of play
opportunities for children and youth

e Include a variety of formal and
informal play spaces scattered
throughout the neighbourhood
and connected through accessible
Children’s Travel Routes

o Ensure that developmental needs
of children are met for various
ages groups and abilities. This
includes opportunities for children
to develop their physical, social
and phycological skills

Cities For Fiay

Incorporating Children’s Travel Routes
within urban design strategies, will
enable the safe and active movement
of children through a neighbourhood.
This will have profound consequences
on the health and wellbeing of
children, improving physical and
phycological outcomes for future
generations.

In order to ensure long-term
sustainability of our cities, younger
generations must have a sense of
ownership and collective environmental
responsibility instilled within them.
Through “city as a learning tool”
strategies, the community can learn
about environmental initiatives and
collective responsibilities.

Over the past few decades, we have
seen a significant reduction in the
amount of time children spend playing
outdoors and independently accessing
their neighbourhoods (Chudacoff
2007, Gray 2011). Apart from lowering
the likelihood of sedentary-linked
problems such as obesity, diabetes
and cardiovascular disease, play has
been found to bring numerous
developmental benefits.

Children who regularly play outdoors
have more advanced motor fithess
(Fjortof 2001), improved awareness,

London: ‘Shaping
Neighbourhoods:
Children and Young
People’s Play and
Informal Recreation’
(2011)

Hackney, UK:
‘Growing Up in
Hackney: Child-
Friendly Places
Supplementary
Planning Document’
(2020)

4

Tower Hamlets, UK:
‘High Density Living’
Supplementary
Planning Document
(2020)

Wales, UK: ‘Welsh
Assembly
Government Play
Policy’

Barcelona: ‘Plan for
Play in Barcelona’s
Public Spaces’
(2018)

Rotterdam: ‘How to
Build a Child
Friendly City Guide’
(2007)



Objective
13: Streets
are safe,
active, and
attractive
spaces for
people

Objective
14: Public
facilities are
located in key
public places,
supporting
community
and place
identity

e Provide diverse opportunities for
various play typologies including,
play streets, nature and water
play, adventure play,
intergenerational play and more
formal playgrounds

e Provide opportunities for children
to feel a sense of belonging to
their communities by providing a
sense of ownership over play
spaces

Note on Figure 44.

It is suggested to revise this drawing
to also include play opportunities
within residential streets (Refer to
image 11) and with the amended text
below: “Public and private transitions
are clearly defined and support
incidental surveillance and outdoor
play and socialisation”

Ad(ditional Design Guidance 13.6:

Create opportunities for local
streets to encourage
neighbourhood play

e Provide opportunities for
children to play-out on streets by
introducing playful elements
along designate neighbourhood
streets (Refer to figure 11 & 12)

e Where possible, provide
opportunities for permanent
‘Play Streets’ which encourage
everyday “door-stop” play for
children, while allowing
emergency vehicle and delivery
traffic (Refer to image 13 & 14)

Additional Design Guidance 14.3:

e Encourage the design of schools
as community hubs with
enhanced opportunities for
shared use of indoor and
outdoor facilities after school
hours

Cities For Play

reasoning and observational skills
(Pyle 2002), a more developed
imagination (Louv 1991) and more
positive feelings about each other
(Moore 1996). There have also been
significant correlations drawn between
the ability of children to play and
explore independently with positive
mental-health outcomes and a sense
of control over their own lives (Gray
2011).

Given that the design and planning of
our cities can be fundamental in
facilitating healthy lifestyles, design
opportunities should be sought which
encourage children to partake in active
transport, play and incidental physical
activity.

Encouraging schools to be the heart of
the community does not only create an
efficient use of public facilities but it also
provides children with a sense of
belonging and ownership of community
space.
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Research shows that cul-de-sacs, as

Other Notes It is suggested to remove the note Y e p—————

under objective 6.2:

6.2 Create a enhance children’s neighborhood
fine-grain “Avoid cul-de-sacs to support experiences and encourage more
street layout connectivity and crime prevention outdoor play. (Thomas R. Hochschild
that facilitates ~ through environmental design 2013)

ease of (CPTED).”

Additionally research indicates that

And instead revise to: adults who live on cul-de-sac streets are
more likely to have positive experiences
with neighbours than residents of other
street types (Brown and Werner, 1985;

access to key

destinations
“Encourage cul-de-sacs
arrangements to support social

connection and children’s outdoor Hochschild Jr, 2011; Mayo Jr, 1979;
play. Provide visual and pedestrian Willmott, 1963).

connectivity through cul-de-sacs

streets to ensure crime prevention For these reasons, we encourage this
through environmental design line to be amended as noted.
(CPTED).”

Summary of Recommendations

In order for our cities to develop sustainably and with diverse demographics, it is critical that the needs of families
with children are central to new planning policy. Amendments to the existing Apartment Design Guide to include
provision for the needs of families (in particular addressing the need for outdoor play), will significantly improve
livability and future viability of the compact city vision.

This, alongside a strong framework for Child-Friendly Design Principles which is integrated within the proposed
Urban Design Guide or as a supplementary document, will ensure that the health and wellbeing of children is
seriously addressed within city design. Prioritizing the needs of families with children will have numerous positive
impacts to the future viability of our urban cities, ensuring a successful transition to a more compact and
sustainable Australian Dream.

Supporting Imagery

1. Direct access to courtyard 2. Direct visibility to playspace 3. Playable elements with the landscape
from private open space from private open space 4. Shared outdoor storage for toys

IMAGE 1: Playable Communal Open Space. Drawing from ‘Designing Child IMAGE 2: Playable Communal Open Space. West
Friendly High Density Neighbourhoods’ by Natalia Krysiak Hampstead Square, designed by Spacehub
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1. Generously sized corridors and 3. Integrated desk for study

lobbies with natural light and 4. Reading nooks
ventilation 6. Display of artwork and p—
2. Space for smoll storage items  personalized items Cities For Pl

such as shoes or books

IMAGE 3: Playable Lobby Space. First Avenue Housing Development,

Vancouver.

IMAGE 4: Playable Corridor Space. Drawing from
‘Designing Child Friendly High Density Neighbourhoods’ by
Natalia Krysiak
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IMAGE 5: Space for storage of toys within communal outdoor space.
Kalkbreite Co-Operative Residential Development, Zurich

IMAGE 6: Space for prams and seating nooks within
corridors. First Avenue Housing Development, Vancouver.

Image 7: Safe routes to school, indicating safe pedestrian crossings, traffic
calming initiatives, street signage and graphics. Drawing from ‘Designing
Child Friendly High Density Neighbourhoods’ by Natalia Krysiak

Image 8: Temporary and permanent signage on a street in
Tokyo, designating Children’s Safe Trave Routes to school
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Image 10: Play Along the Way Opportunities. ‘Urban

Thinkscape’, West Philadelphia

Image 11: Playable Streets indicating elements on the sideway which Image 12: Playable Streets with playful objects adjacent to
encourage children’s incidental play. Drawing from ‘Designing Child Friendly the footpath including a hammock. Kings Crescent Estate
High Density Neighbourhoods’ by Natalia Krysiak by Muf Architecture, UK

Image 13: Permanent Play Street partially closed off to traffic. Kings Crescent | Image 14: Permanent Play Street partially closed off to
Estate by Muf Architecture, UK traffic through movable balustrades, Paris
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Submission
Hello

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a response.

We are supportive of the Design and Place SEPP. An approach with Principles and Objectives and a panel review creates both
aims while allowing flexibility for projects that our members, in particular, hope to create.

We particularly support the community and collaborative aspects of the DP SEPP, and revised ADG and UDG as well as the
features that will facilitate environmental sustainability in the built environment as well as the way in which construction is

undertaken.

Cohousing Australia NSW Chapter
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Cohousing Australia (NSW Chapter) response to exhibition of:

NEW DRAFT (NSW) STATE DESIGN AND PLACE SEPP,
REVISED APARTMENT DESIGN GUIDE 2021, AND,
DRAFT URBAN DESIGN GUIDE

Cohousing Australia - NSW Branch (CA NSW) welcomes the draft NSW State
Environmental Planning Policy (Design and Place) (DP SEPP) 2021, the associated Draft
Apartment Design Guide (revised) 2021 (ADG) and the Draft Urban Design Guide (UDG).

We acknowledge and appreciate the NSW Government’s responsiveness to
community representations and submissions which is reflected in these three
documents.

In particular, we appreciate the more flexible, principle-based approach to planning
and design they propose. We share the stated commitment to diverse housing
models which are responsive to community expectations, requirements and
wishes.

We endorse the vision for reduced complexity, greater consistency and
standardised local design review processes to produce better outcomes in a more
timely and transparent manner. In particular, we support:

Design Principle Consideration and specific measures

1. Deliver beauty and amenity to create a
sense of belonging for people

1. Overall design quality
2. Comfortable, inclusive and healthy places

3. Promote productive and connected
places to enable communities to thrive

5. Sustainable transport and walkability
6. Vibrant and affordable neighbourhoods

5. Deliver resilient and diverse places for
enduring communities

9. Resilience and adaptation to change
10. Optimal and diverse land use




See 'A.3 Key features of the policy package', Design & Place SEPP Overview, p. 7.

We envisage that implementation of the draft DP SEPP, ADG and UDG would
facilitate approval of the resident-led, collaborative, innovative and creative models
that our members advocate to address the issues of environmental sustainability,
housing affordability, accessible housing design and social isolation.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft DP SEPP, ADG and
UDG and wish to focus on two key areas - density and diversity.

Density

The minimum gross residential densities proposed in the draft UDG (Part 2,
Objective 3) of 30 or 15 per hectare, dependent on certain specified criteria, appear
to be reasonably consistent with the medium density model preferred by our
members.

Typically, cohousing residents both here and overseas have found developments of
between 8 and around 40 households (a maximum of 50 adults) to be effective in
delivering optimal outcomes in the areas of enhancing environmental
sustainability, housing affordability, accessible housing design and overcoming
social isolation.

One example is a development underway in Eltham, Victoria, where members of a

cohousing group propose to build 20 residences on a 0.66 ha block:
https://propertycollectives.com.au/projects-archive/collective-10-brougham-st-eltham/

However, in light of the possibility of these types of housing being proposed by
cohousing groups in the future, we would appreciate clarification of whether these
per-hectare minimums will be applied on a pro-rata basis to blocks smaller than
one hectare.

We therefore request clearer guidance on the required minimum ratio of density to
block size required by the draft UDG.

We note also the draft UDG's reference to Alternative Design Solutions (Part 2,
s.3.5), to cases where

individual blocks are not capable of meeting a density target of 30 dwellings
per hectare

and we seek greater clarity around the requirement, in such cases for:

the development proposal... to demonstrate [that] the average gross
residential density across the area defined in the design criteria is capable of
exceeding the target ... [and that] ... it may be appropriate to spread density
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across a wider catchment adjacent to centres or where there are multiple
transport nodes.

Diversity

Cohousing Australia supports and advocates for a range of urban and suburban
collaborative housing types, with most featuring a combination of self-contained,
private dwellings and shared community space (outdoor and/or indoor). People are
already creating more diverse housing options as illustrated on this collaborative
housing website. We are optimistic that the Design & Place SEPP will encourage
more innovation as residents design and create responses to their lived situation.
Diversity could include shared accommodation within larger communities, and
buildings that can be adjusted as people's circumstances change (ageing in place,
downsizers, growing families, people with disability) and many other possibilities.

We note that a central plank of the UDG centres on Objective 15, which is to ensure
that “The lot layout supports green neighbourhoods and a diversity of built form
and uses” and the detailed Design Guidance provided on p.73 underpins this
Objective by working towards the following concrete goals:

For lot patterns in residential areas... to deliver a mix of building types and tenures, both
across neighbourhoods and within each block.

and to

Provide a mix of housing types and sizes that reflect the future needs of the community,
to promote affordability for families and ageing in place.

We seek further clarification on how these goals will be achieved via the SEPP.

Cohousing recognised and defined

We also seek recognition of cohousing as a housing type that meets many of the
detailed considerations set out in the ADG section 2.2 ‘Communal spaces’ (pp.44-
47) and section 2.3 ‘Apartment mix and diversity’ (pp.48-51) and can deliver on the
high-level design guidance to provide “design options for developments that
incorporate a range of apartment types, sizes and configurations that can support
different household types and stages of life” (p. 49). Cohousing as a form of
resident-led development incorporates these principles in a holistic and
foundational way, and complements other housing offerings.

To safeguard the resident-led, deliberative development features of cohousing we
propose a range of measures be included in a definition of cohousing. These are
drawn from experience in other Australian jurisdictions and overseas. These were
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detailed in our submission to the NSW Government in response to the draft
Housing SEPP in September 2021. We share the relevant paragraphs here:

“We request that, either in this iteration or in the subsequent phase (Phase 4),
you consider including, defining and recognising “Cohousing” (perhaps defined
as “resident-led collaborative housing” to avoid confusion with co-living) as a
distinct housing type.

“Here is a more comprehensive list of Cohousing (or Resident Led Collaborative
Housing) characteristics that could be considered for inclusion in the [Housing]
SEPP:

e future residents involved from schematic design onwards

e future residents legally partnered with property developer prior to the DA
approval

e intentional neighbourhood design

e proof of resident management in the strata scheme or community management
statement or equivalent

e |ocated near public transport/amenity and accordingly car park reduction but
spaces for car share

e smaller than standard equivalent housing supplemented by communal spaces

e a variety of dwelling types (i.e. not all studio or one bedroom dwellings) to
accommodate a mixture of family types (singles, couples, singles who cohabit,
families with children)

e large-shared backyards and outdoor deck areas etc.

e minimum % disability accessible - to attract downsizers

e minimum inclusion of a common house, could also include shared laundries,
garden sheds, woodwork sheds, music practice room, multi-media room, guest
accommodation

Cohousing Australia

Cohousing Australia (CA) promotes a resident-led, deliberative development
approach to housing as a model to address the issues of housing diversification,
environmental sustainability, housing affordability, accessible housing design and
social isolation.

Typically, cohousing communities comprise self-contained, privately-owned
dwellings supplemented with shared internal and external shared spaces. They are
designed and managed by their residents.

https://transitionaustralia.net/site/cohousing-australia/

Contact us

Cohousing Australia NSW Chapter: nsw@cohousing.org.au
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28 February 2022

To: Department Planning and Environment

Re: Combined Catchment and Coastal Groups Submission to Design and Place SEPP
Dear DPE,

We welcome the opportunity to provide feedback on the Department of Planning and
Environment’s Explanation of Intended Effect for the new Design and Place State Environmental
Planning Policy (SEPP).

Over the last four years significant policy settings have changed including the enactment of the
Coastal Management Act 2016 and the development of Coastal Management Programs. Each of
our four organisations are leading the development of multi-Council CMPs which represent the
majority of Councils in the Sydney metropolitan area (23 of 30 councils):

. SCCG and PRCG - Greater Sydney Harbour CMP which involves 20 Councils and
multiple agencies

. Georges Riverkeeper — Georges River CMP which involves 8 Councils

. Cooks River Alliance — Cooks River CMP which involves 4 Councils and Sydney Water.

The new SEPP will be a significant step towards delivering a more environmentally sensitive and
greener urban form and is closely aligned with the sustainability, liveability and ecosystem goals
established by each of our four organisations.

Each of our four organisations are leading the development of multi-Council Coastal Management
Programs (CMPs) which seek to set the long-term strategy for the coordinated management of the
coast, with a focus on achieving the objects and objectives of the Coastal Management Act 2016.
Together we represent the majority of Councils in the Sydney metropolitan area (23 of 30 councils):

e SCCG and PRCG - Greater Sydney Harbour CMP which involves 20 Councils and multiple

agencies
o Georges Riverkeeper — Georges River CMP which involves 8 Councils
e Cooks River Alliance — Cooks River CMP which involves 4 Councils and Sydney Water.

The Design and Place SEPP has the ability to greatly strengthen protections for our coastal and
estuarine environment and assist in delivering well designed and sustainable built environments.
The SEPP is an essential regulatory measure to establish improved environmental sustainability
for the entire community delivering improved living conditions that adapt to a changing climate,
improved water quality and healthy biodiversity and reduced pressure on the cost of living.



Many of our individual member Councils are providing individual submissions, which strongly
supported the draft Design and Place SEPP, but we have included some of their concerns below:

As a result of the new SEPP will likely cause resourcing challenges for Councils, who will
need to appropriately upskill staff or employ specialist staff to do the additional
assessment.

Council are also making the comment about the Design and Place SEPP needing to
include consideration of applicable local strategies and policies.

Where new areas are being developed, detailed controls or design criteria may be
appropriate, however in many established areas of Sydney, standard controls or criteria
are unlikely to suit the character of these areas that have developed incrementally over
time.

There is opportunity to strengthen the UDG, noting that the principles in the document are
too broad and general, and seem directed for greenfield and brownfield areas, or any other
with the potential to change substantially.

A BASIX Education and Training package is developed for local government and other
stakeholders; to ensure the successful implementation of BASIX at DA, CC and OC
stages, including new requirements for the BASIX Materials Index.

Although the ADG and UDG contains positive aims to address climate change and the
quality of the built environment, these guidelines can be further improved with stringent
performance-based criteria to ensure the DP SEPP minimises the shocks and stresses
experienced by our communities.

The Parramatta River Catchment Group have done considerable work in reviewing planning
reforms and provide a detailed summary of the findings and the context of these findings in the
following. The new SEPP has the potential to be a significant step towards delivering a more
environmentally sensitive and greener urban form and is closely aligned with the liveability and
ecosystem goals established by the PRCG.

We commend your work to achieve strong design focused outcomes that align with the Premier’s
Priorities, to improve access to quality public space and increase tree canopy and green cover.
We also acknowledge that the SEPP employs a water sensitive philosophy by recognising the
importance of integrating landform, bushland, hydrology and ecology.

The SEPP is considered crucial to fulfilling the vision for the “central river city” identified in the
Greater Sydney Region Plan and Central District Plan and has the potential to deliver benefits to
the people, animals and plants that live in the Parramatta River catchment while balancing the
need for growth and development.

We support the principles-based approach taken by the SEPP, which will enable flexibility and
creativity in seeking design solutions to deliver great places. However we note that mandatory
considerations for water management, green infrastructure, emissions reduction, resource
efficiency and tree canopy (through BASIX or other mechanisms) will be required to deliver
tangible outcomes from the principles set out in this SEPP.

Parramatta River Masterplan

The PRCG is an alliance of councils, NSW government agencies and the community who are all
working together voluntarily and cooperatively to improve the health of the Parramatta River. In
2018, the PRCG released Dubu, Budu, Barra: Ten Steps to a Living River - the Parramatta River
Masterplan . The Masterplan outlines the suite of reforms required to achieve the goal of making
the Parramatta River swimmable again by 2025.
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Modelling undertaken by Sydney Water during masterplan development showed that reducing
the volume of stormwater reaching the river significantly improves water quality. As a result,
much of the PRCG’s work is focused on reviewing the policy, planning and funding frameworks
that support the delivery of blue green infrastructure and minimise the impact of stormwater
runoff on our waterways, by increasing reuse and infiltration of stormwater.

In February 2021, the PRCG completed a review into the planning reforms that are required to
create a living river. The resulting report Strategic and Statutory Planning Review to create Our
Living River — Final Recommendations Paper, is the result of many months of work between
Sydney Water, PRCG partners and NSW government agencies, through workshops and
extensive consultation, including with our project partners in DPIE (specifically the Green and
Resilient Places team, District Teams, Planning Policy: Environmental Policy, Codes,
Infrastructure funding and public space Public Space and Green Infrastructure Team, EES; Place
based Science, Water for the Environment, Water floodplains and Coast; Marine coasts
Estuaries and Floods, Water Markets).

While the review was undertaken to achieve the PRCG'’s vision for the river, the resulting report
could be applied to any catchment to deliver improvements to water quality and increase green
cover.

The paper makes a number of recommendations that strongly align with the principles of this
SEPP. In particular, it provides a potential roadmap to enacting the reforms required to deliver
against Principle 4 in the SEPP: Design sustainable and greener places for the wellbeing of
people and the environment.

The diagram below illustrates the main strategies that can be employed on-lot and at precinct
scale, to protect our receiving waterway environment and create deep soil and landscaping
opportunities, resulting in greener urban environments.

The modelling study The modelling
used Enterococci as study
What makes a the key indicator of recommended that Three main strategies are
living river? water quality, as the measures which recommended to reduce
One of the current preferred reduce runoff runoff. Treatment of any
Masterplan goals is indicator in would be effective remaining runoff is also
“clean, clear recreational water in reducing recommended, to further The modelling study and other sources provide the
water” quality guidelines Enterococci loads reduce Enterococci loads evidence for recommending these strategies

Maximise pervious The modelling study presents e»fidence.rh at Ente!ocr_:c_a

d ti loads are related ta catchment impervious area. Policies

area and vegetation directed to reducing imperviousness would therefore be
coverage expected to reduce Enterococci loads

Rainwater harvesting would reduce runoff and reduce
REDUCE Enlterccroccrl Fo:d:s Thel modeﬁimglsrudy tested private
rainwater tanks in various scenarios
RUNOFF

Measures such as raingardens and infiltration would
reduce runcff and therefore reduce Enterococci loads .
The modelling study tested rain gardens in various
scenarios

Stormwater treatment could also be an effective method
to reduce Enterococci loads, but the modelling study did
not investigate this option. There is good evidence in the
scientific literature for removal of pathogens in
bioretention systems

Treat any remaining
runoff

Figure 4: Stratsgies for improving water qualify

Source: Strategic and statutory planning review to create our living river, Parramatta River
Masterplan - Step 4 Final recommendations paper, Feb 2021. Accessed 5/3/2021
https://www.ourlivingriver.com.au/content/uploads/2021/02/Recommendations-paper-Rev-F-11-

Feb-2021.pdf
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Potential for a new Blue Green Index Tool

BASIX has been extremely effective in delivering increased sustainability performance from
new buildings, however to meet enhanced BASIX targets there may be a requirement to build
new assessment tools.

The PRCG'’s planning review identified a potential new framework to support healthy waterways
and green infrastructure implementation that is well placed to meet this requirement. Termed a
“blue green index”, this framework could drive better Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD)
outcomes, provide certainty to developers regarding environmental performance and
consistency for planners assessing development applications.
Chapter 4 of the recommendations paper outlines the proposed structure and content of this
tool, and a pathway for development, implementation, and improvement over time. The
proposed tool would be similar to existing tools (i.e. Melbourne’s Green Factor tool) and could
build on the existing models used in BASIX. The strategies within the tool centre on:

1. Maximising pervious area and vegetation coverage, on-lot

2. Maximising rainwater harvesting

3. Maximising infiltration and evapotranspiration, and finally

4. Treating any remaining runoff on lot prior to discharge to waterways.

The tool can build upon the performance-based approach and flexibility embedded within
BASIX, and could consider other existing rating tools such as Green Star Communities. It could
apply to a range of development types and scales and incorporate different performance
outcomes and scoring for different catchments. As a performance-based tool it would allow
different methods to achieve equivalent outcomes, as minimum standards tend to encourage
compliance while a performance-based approach encourages more aspirational outcomes.

If required a deemed to comply provision could be included for low density/small scale
development. At the forefront we are proposing to develop a tool that is simple to use to guide
development design and assessment outcomes. The tool would be suitable for implementation
through LEPs and DCPs or in a SEPP.

Our final recommendations paper has outlined the stages of tool development and
implementation. The PRCG are working on implementing the tool in a pilot development, with
testing by select PRCG Councils in late 2022. We see DPIE as an essential partner to
developing this tool and would be interested in understanding how we can progress this work
together to align with the release of the Design and Place SEPP.

Specific comments on the draft Design and Place SEPP
We are strongly encouraged by the direction of the proposed Design and Place SEPP and the
potential review of BASIX as an enabler to healthier waterways and greener urban form.
Specific comments on the draft SEPP are provided below:
e Pt2-12(2) should include integrated water management to deliver green spaces,
reduced stormwater runoff and increase water re-use.
e Pt2-13-23in design considerations we are concerned that the wording ‘must consider’
is not strong language compelling action.
¢ We support the recognition of integrated water management and the way improved
water management contributes to wider liveability outcomes for the community.
However, we note that there are opportunities to improve water management at the
individual lot and ‘significant development’ scales that would also benefit from a place-
based design approach. Decentralising water management can reduce the requirement
for large scale detention infrastructure that has high capital and maintenance costs.

Specific Comments on the Urban Design Guide
The Urban Design Guide provides guidance on high level principles in Objective 1, that we
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wholly support, in regard to protection of areas of ecological importance, vegetation retention,
inclusion of water sensitive urban design principles and the development of a water
management strategy.

Care must be undertaken to ensure that a ‘compact urban footprint’ (Objective 3) is not
synonymous to increased impervious surface that will cause a collective decline in the
functionality of our waterways. An objective for good urban Design (part 2) should include
targets for minimum impervious surface area per lot/development or runoff reduction targets.
We support the objectives (9,10,11) under Natural Systems. It is good to see that strong targets
proposed for deep soil areas and trees, including specific targets applicable to streets, public
open space and private lots, however there is a concerning suggestion in the Cost Benefit
Analysis that two options are under investigation that would provide more flexibility by allowing
applicants to deviate from prescribed design criteria such as the deep soil and tree provisions.
Tree canopy has set targets and we think it would be appropriate to set stormwater runoff
reduction targets (similar to flow targets that have been set in the Western Parkland City). To
ensure the principles of 9,10 and 11 can be met, that water is retained, fit for purpose water
reused leading to improved functionality of our waterways.

We support the objective to improve green infrastructure at the precinct scale. We request that
there is consideration of sustainable water management in the establishment of planting in
precinct scale development. In particular, this could be delivered through passively watered
street trees. (See Designing for a cool city: Guidelines for passively irrigated landscapes).
Multi-purpose green infrastructure needs to be integrated in both the public and private domain,
including streetscapes that compliment a water sensitive design approach. The SEPP should
consider whether codified or more flexible, performance-based methods for water and
landscape outcomes are more appropriate in different types of development.

Review of BASIX
We acknowledge that the current review of BASIX has focused on thermal comfort and energy.
We also acknowledge that the review of the water targets in BASIX has been identified in the
Greater Sydney water strategy and other regional water strategies.
We note the draft SEPP proposes to extend BASIX to non-residential development. Under the
SEPP non-residential development includes offices, retail premises, hotels or motels and non-
residential State significant development. We would strongly support the expansion of BASIX or
the application of a similar tool such as our proposed Blue-Green Index to assess the full range
of development types.
Currently there are no changes proposed to the water targets in BASIX, and we suggest that
BASIX should no longer purely focus on water efficiency. Targets around stormwater retention
rather than a singular focus on demand reduction would be more appropriate to delivering a
blue-green outcome. This can be achieved by:

e Maximising the proportion of the roof connected to the rainwater tank

e Building in a rainwater harvesting tool to quantify the expected reduction

e Set a minimum standard for runoff reduction (% of post-development flows) for different

development types.

¢ Maximise connections to different end uses (e.g. garden, toilets, laundry, hot water)

¢ Maximise tank volume.

e Encourage "leaky" tanks where water trickles out to a passive irrigation/infiltration area,

increasing the potential for rainwater tanks to capture runoff during rain events.
¢ Build this feature into an infiltration tool.

Research undertaken by Sydney Water has also shown that only two-thirds of rainwater tanks
are maintained to standard following their initial installation. The failure of these systems is
attributed to:
1. Poor understanding by the property owner/occupant about how the rainwater tank
should operate
2. Lack of a regulatory framework requiring systems to be maintained post installation
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3. Inability for councils to resource compliance monitoring.

Reviewing the SEPP and/or other legislation to ensure ongoing compliance of installed
systems, supported by a targeted education program could assist in resolving these issues.
This needs to be supported by robust data capture through BASIX and/ or any other tools that
are developed.

Rebuilding the BASIX tool on an updated software platform, would allow further modules to be
included, such as those outlined in our blue-green index tool.

We would welcome the opportunity to continue to work with the Department on integrating the
blue-green index tool and the development of potential targets and measures to support green
infrastructure.

Comments on the Apartment Design Guide

We note that the apartment design guide requires the installation of rainwater tanks, specifying
a minimum size and connections. However, there is no requirements to connect to outdoor
irrigation which is potentially fit for use and an irrigated landscape is demonstrably cooler for
residents.

Future collaboration

The PRCG understands that DPE is considering the potential for a new "green factor” tool,
which could integrate the PRCG’s recommendations for a Blue Green Index.

The PRCG is keen to work with DPE on the development of this tool and sees a potential
opportunity to pilot works in the Parramatta River catchment.

We thank you once more for the opportunity to comment on this important piece of work.

Please do not hesitate to contact Nell Graham, PRCG Coordinator on || | | I should
you require any further information.

Yours sincerely,

Nell Graham Sarah Penny Joyce
Coordinator Executive Officer
Parramatta River Catchment Group Sydney Coastal Councils Group

Beth Salt
Program Manager
Georges Riverkeeper

Andrew Thomas
Executive Officer
Cooks River Alliance
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Hi,
I'm hoping | can make a late submission to the draft Design and Place SEPP that was recently on public exhibition.
| speak to you as a member of the committee for Stormwater NSW and as a practitioner in water management.

We had hoped that the Design and Place SEPP would put measures in place to strengthen the implementation of
Water Sensitive Urban Design, in order to achieve the objectives of not only reducing potable water use, but
replicating the natural water cycle and increasing infiltration and evaporation, thereby reducing stormwater runoff.
Stormwater runoff is consistently recognised as one of the most significant risks to aquatic ecosystems.

The Design and Place SEPP does not achieve these objectives, and the references to stormwater and water
management are likely to have superficial if any impact in achieving the objectives of Water Sensitive Urban Design.

Water use
The SEPP replaces the BASIX SEPP and does not advance the BASIX requirements, and indeed only promises to
begin review of BASIX in 2025.

In terms of water use, the SEPP only requires that applicable developments reduce their average daily water use,
with the baseline determined by the Planning Secretary. There is no requirement for reuse or alternative water
sources (which are no longer necessary to comply with BASIX due to improvements in water efficient fittings and
devices). This therefore does not assist with reducing stormwater runoff, as water quantity consumed simply affects
potable water demand and wastewater systems. It would be very simple for the SEPP to include a minimum
requirement to plumb stormwater into toilets and laundries. For multi-residential this could perhaps be required for a
percentage of lots/units.

Water Sensitive Urban Design

More concerning, is the language used in relation to water sensitive urban design in 2 (21): specifically,

"The consent authority must consider whether the development...uses water sensitive urban design and maximises
water re-use."

This is a very cleverly worded requirement that places all the onus on the consent authority to ‘consider' and no onus
at all on the developer. The wording doesn't include any requirement for anyone to actually implement anything. This
is the only reference to WSUD in the entire SEPP.

The SEPP doesn't recognise the impact the design of developments and open space has on stormwater runoff. Many
opportunities have been missed that might perhaps further stormwater management objectives, for instance the
density of subdvisions. I'm not sure how it could be worded, but houses are built so closely together that there is no
space for vegetation between buildings and all runoff is directed to the piped stormwater network, where in newer
developments it may be treated, but more often not. The poor separation of buildings and significant impervious areas
lead to a lack of infiltration to groundwater, which becomes an issue for waterway health. At a minimum the SEPP
would ideally require that developments minimise impervious area, and particularly connected impervious, using
design elements to create pervious areas between impervious to improve drainage.

| hope you accept my submission.



Regards, Ruby Ardren

ref:_00D90MEHW._5005mA2EMn:ref
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COTA NSW is the peak body representing people over 50 in NSW. We're an independent,
non-partisan, consumer-based, non-government organisation. We work with politicians,
policy makers, service and product providers, as well as the media to ensure the views and

voices of older people are heard and acted on.

Our work is to: We work with:

e inform e the community

e educate e service & product
® engage providers

e advocate e government

e the media

COTA NSW has launched some of the State’s most important initiatives for older people,
including NSW Meals on Wheels, Carers NSW, and the Retirement Village Residents
Association.

Currently COTA NSW delivers a range of services to older people in NSW, including an Aged

Care Navigation service, the Legal Pathways program and Strength for Life.

COTA NSW acknowledges the unique status of Australia’s First Peoples as the original
people of this land. We recognise their cultures, histories and ongoing relationship and
obligations to the land, sky and waterways.

In the spirit of reconciliation, COTA NSW acknowledges all traditional custodians of the lands
we today know as New South Wales.

COTA NSW
PO Box Q349
Queen Victoria Building NSW 1230

Telephone: 02 9286 3860
Web: www.cotansw.com.au
Email: info@cotansw.com.au

COTA NSW is funded by the NSW Government under the NSW Ageing Strategy.
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COTA NSW welcomes the development of the Draft Design and Place SEPP and associated
urban and apartment design guides. This legislation and the design guides are critical in
creating a framework that will support population growth and a changing demographic mix
(including an ageing population) - within the wider context of a changing climate and the
challenges that this will bring.

COTA NSW commends the NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment and
NSW Government Architect in recognising the broader impacts of climate change on public
health, amenity and safety. Older people are particularly vulnerable to the effects of
extreme temperatures and weather events. Ensuring that there is adequate shade, places
to rest and well-designed buildings will allow older people to remain active in their local
communities and to remain more comfortable in their homes.

It is however disappointing that the opportunity to mandate Silver Livable Housing design
minimum accessibility standards for all new apartments in line with the National
Construction Code (NCC) has not been included within the SEPP or design guide. Whilst it is
noted that a consideration of universal design methodology is included within the Draft
Apartment Design Guide, with a guide that 20% of apartments should incorporate these
design standards — COTA NSW contests that all new housing should be designed and built to
the new NCC standards.

COTA NSW acknowledges that due to the NSW Government decision to not implement the
new minimum accessibility standards contained in the NCC, inclusion within the SEPP and
design guides would contradict this decision. Whilst COTA NSW strongly disagrees with this
decision, we raise the issue that although a portion of new apartment builds will voluntarily
meet Silver Livable Housing design standards, there is no way at present for potential buyers
- such as older people downsizing - to know where these apartments are. For the benefits
of universal housing to be able to be accessed by those that need it the most and to
measure the occurrence of these dwellings in overall housing stock —then a methodology
must be created to capture this information and make it publicly available.

This submission will focus on the design guidance contained within the Draft Apartment
Design Guide and the Draft Urban Design Guide.
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Underpinning any discussion of housing is the importance of design. COTA NSW has long
advocated for the introduction of increased minimum design standards of accessibility that
will allow older people and the broader community to be able to live in a home that meets
their needs as their circumstances change over a life course. COTA NSW supports universal
design principles as espoused by Livable Housing Australia that takes a ‘whole of life’
approach - that is inclusive - regardless of age, ability or background. Taken in this context,
universal design should not solely be considered in the realm of ‘adaptable’ or ‘accessible’
housing but as a design standard to ensure liveable communities for all.

The Draft Apartment Design Guide provides guidance for apartments to be designed with
consideration to universal design principles in relation to:

e access to ground floor units,

e common areas e.g. lobbies, open space etc,

e corridors,

e apartment mix,

e transition from interior to exterior spaces and
e access to waste chutes.

Whilst, it is encouraging that NSW Planning recognises the importance of universal design
principles in these areas of apartment design and construction, COTA NSW contends that all
new apartment builds should be built to Silver Livable Housing design minimum accessibility
standard.

The inclusion of minimum accessibility features such as a step-free entry, wider corridors
and doorways and a shower and toilet that are easy to use will enable people of all ages and
abilities greater choice in where they live. It will also enable older people to age in their
own home safely and comfortably and provide a level of surety to increasing numbers of
people that rent.

COTA NSW supports the inclusion of design elements, such as glazing, consideration of
aspect and cross ventilation, that will improve the energy efficiency of new apartments. The
application of these measures in affordable housing, for example, will improve liveability
and reduce energy costs for low-income households. NSW Planning should also be
commended on the recognition of the impacts that climate change will have on our
communities and the inclusion of future technologies within the building such as battery
charging and adequate bike storage.

The importance of green space for an individual’s well-being, its value to visual
attractiveness and contribution to micro-environments is acknowledged within the design
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principles and explicitly within the design guide. It is critical that these elements; that will
create more sustainable and amenable neighbourhoods are retained in the finalised version
of the guide.

The emphasis on walkable access to public transport, public open space and close proximity
to town centres should also be commended. For apartments to appeal to older owners or
renters, this community infrastructure is essential for social connection and their health and
wellbeing. Easy access to these facilities will support older people to age in place.

COTA NSW broadly supports the principles that underpin the Draft Urban Design Guide.
COTA encourages a holistic approach to urban design that ensures that our communities are
inclusive for all groups and abilities. COTA NSW reiterates the importance of designing the
public realm and open spaces to include all those elements that support older people to
remain engaged and connected with their local communities such as: safe paths, shade,
seating and access to public amenities.

COTA NSW strongly supports the two objectives: 5. Walkable neighbourhoods are vibrant
and productive and 7. Walking and cycling is prioritised, safe and comfortable for people of
all abilities. This is supported by outcome 13.4. Create streets which are safe, walkable, and
accessible. A target of homes within a 15-to-20-minute walk of local infrastructure will
ensure that these goals will be more easily met. The inclusion of further actions under 13.5
Design active and defined streets that recommend the incorporation of awnings in high foot
areas to shield pedestrians from rain, wind or sun is also important to the comfort and
safety of older people.

A consistent theme that is raised with COTA by older people is that a significant impediment
to community involvement is the lack of footpaths and/or poor footpath maintenance. In
some locations where there are no footpaths, people are forced to walk on the

roads. Pedestrian-friendly footpaths has been regularly highlighted as a much-needed
amenity that most participants believed would improve their ability to get around,
particularly enhancing their ability to walk for leisure and exercise and to get to and from
shopping and public transport hubs. Older people have also expressed a lack of confidence
about walking safely in their neighbourhoods without paths and this influenced their
willingness to leave their homes and contributed to a feeling of social isolation.

The recognition within the guide of the heat island effect, the importance of green space
and canopy and linkages to human health are to be commended. Older people are
particularly vulnerable to extremes of heat, and climate change will result in increased
prevalence of heat waves — particularly in parts of Sydney and regional and rural NSW. The
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two objectives: 9. Landscape features and microclimates enhance human health and
biodiversity and 10. Tree canopy supports sustainable, liveable and cool neighbourhoods and
the supporting actions are crucial to create a safer and more liveable communities.

We endorse the following areas of concern raised by Western Sydney Regional Organisation
of Councils (WSROC):

e The roles of trees are well articulated with strong principles in their roles in reducing
urban heat, however further measures could be included that also improve
microclimates, such as street orientation, cool materials. Although briefly mentioned
these measures are not support by strong principles, guidance, targets or a clear
approach to assessment.

e There is a need for additional guidance within the UDG on estimation of mature tree
canopy spread. There is a risk that poor species selection, poor installation and poor
establishment could all contribute to actual canopy cover much lower than estimates
made at the design stage. The inclusion of rigorous methodology to enable future
canopy cover estimation would be advantageous.

e Consider developing more robust targets to form part of the assessment process,
suggestions include:

o Requirements for total pervious and/or total landscaped area,

o Requirements for shade (e.g. a minimum % shade cover) in high-activity public
spaces,

o Requirements for irrigation (e.g., @ minimum % irrigated area) in certain
situations (both private common areas and high-activity public spaces),

o A quantitative target for the amount of water to be retained in the landscape (a
% reduction in mean annual runoff could be a simple measure that aligns well
with other quantitative WSUD objectives).

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Design and Place SEPP and
associated design guides. These design guides address a number of issues that COTA NSW
has long advocated for, such as walkable neighbourhoods, energy affordability and
accessibility of community infrastructure. As outlined within this submission, we are
disappointed by the lack of stronger targets for Silver Livable Design standards and will
continue to advocate for the inclusion of this standard in future regulation in New South
Wales.

COTA NSW looks forward to working with the NSW Department of Planning, Industry and

Environment to ensure that the needs and desires of older people continue to be planned
for and addressed.
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Submission

Please find attached the submission from Friends of the Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE).

Our submission includes 10 recommendations aimed at improving the DP SEPP outcomes based on the five key principles.

Yours sincerely,
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FOKE Committee
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Please find attached the amended submission addressing UDG objectives 3 and 15 from Friends of Ku-ring-gai Environment.

Our submission highlights 11 recommendations for improvement for the DP SEPP that would better meet its 5 core principles.
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Minister Anthony Roberts,

NSW Department of Planning Industry and Environment . R et

Locked Bag 5022, ENVIRONMENT INC
Parramatta NSW 2124

25" February 2022
Re Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning Policy Submission
Dear Minister Roberts,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning
Policy (DP SEPP). We have reviewed all the documents and have a number of concerns, or areas
for improvement.

Friends of the Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) is a community based organisation aimed at
protecting and conserving the natural and built heritage of our area.

FOKE supports the intent of each of the 5 principles underpinning the DP SEPP.

1. Deliver beauty and amenity to create a sense of belonging, through improved overall design
and comfortable, inclusive and healthy places

2. Deliver inviting public spaces and enhanced public life, through addressing culture,
character and heritage

3. Promote productive and connected places through sustainable transport and walkability,
supporting vibrant and affordable neighbourhoods

4. Design sustainable and greener places for the wellbeing of people and the environment
through inclusion of green infrastructure and resource efficiency and emissions reduction.

5. Deliver resilient and diverse places that are adaptable to climate change and optimal and
diverse land use.

The areas we particularly support are:

e The requirement for a Design Verification Statement within the Apartment Design Guide
(ADG) and for mid to large scale urban developments under the Urban Design Guide (UDG)

o The experience and qualification requirements of the persons preparing the Design
Verification Statement for the Review Panel

e The focus on sustainability and the updated Basix requirements for all developments.
Especially the inclusion of green spaces, and increased tree canopy to mitigate the heat
island effect in existing and future residential and non-residential developments.

However, we have serious concerns regarding the ability of the DP SEPP and the associated
Policy document to meet these objectives without amendment.

Key areas within the DP SEPP that require improvement are:
Resilience and Sustainability

Without a strengthening of the minimum requirements to meet these ambitious climate change
mitigation reforms, any improvement above current levels will not be met.

2016 NATIONAL TRUST HERITAGE AWARDS HIGHLY COMMENDED
2009 NATIONAL TRUST HERITAGE AWARDS HIGHLY COMMENDED
2008 NSW GOVERNMENT HERITAGE VOLUNTEERS AWARD
2000 FOKE, WINNER, NSW HERITAGE OFFICE CULTURAL HERITAGE CONSERVATION AWARD
“HERITAGE WATCH OVER OUR PLACE OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE —KU-RING-GAI”
KEEP AUSTRALIA BEAUTIFUL COUNCIL (NSW) METRO PRIDE AWARDS.



The continued NSW Planning Policy of allowing emission reduction targets to be treated as
‘matters for consideration’ rather than enforceable will not lead to any significant improvement over
and above the current environmentally irresponsible approach of many developers.

The SEPP documents state that there are currently no minimum performance standards and
verification methods for energy and water for new non-residential projects. This must be addressed
as a matter of priority in line with the application of the DP SEPP.

Recommendation 1: Embed minimum emission reduction, water use, thermal comfort and climate
change mitigation targets in the DP SEPP for all new and updated developments, both residential
and non-residential, in any updated BASIX requirement. Usage of words such as ‘preference’ or
‘consider’ to be replaced by ‘include’ and ‘action’.

The principles outlined in the Design and Place SEPP Explanation of Intended Effects should be
translated into mandatory requirements and standards in an expanded regulatory framework under
BASIX.

Community Engagement

‘The heart of the document is a Place-Based approach to design that ‘requires understanding the
physical, environmental, social and cultural attributes of a location.” (Page 7 UDG)

However, The SEPP sidelines input from councils and community engagement at critical stages of
the process.

The community is a key stakeholder in the determinant of place. Site analysis and context are
essential, but so is the social and cultural history of a place, what the community values and how it
interacts with the area.

‘Place is the interdependent relationship of people and their environment, made unique by local
conditions.

The successful design, planning, development and management of place is a sustained and
complex collaboration between stakeholders, including government, developers, built environment
and landscape professionals and the community.

A vital role for the urban designer is to establish a common understanding of a place with these
many stakeholders to help shape the desired future. Great places recognise local characteristics
and the qualities people value.” (DP SEPP UDG)

In the Design Process in Practice (Page 88 UDG), the community is to be consulted in the Pre-
design and the Design Preparation stage, but not then re-engaged as the process continues.
References to Stakeholders at various stages do not specifically include the community. The
references to community consultation are always cited as separate to stakeholders in the Process
phases.

The community’s objectives, contribution and concerns need to be included as part of each stage
in the development process. How can one say that the community has benefited if the end result
has been irrevocably changed during the various stages of stakeholder engagement that excludes
the community?

Even more startlingly, the ADG lacks any requirement for community engagement in the site
analysis or design process, even though the ADG covers a range of publicly accessible communal
space objectives and large-scale developments. The site analysis is predominantly based on
physical characteristics and does not include the social and cultural history of the area or how the
neighbourhood interacts with the target area.

A process that requires the community engagement to assess the linkages to, and interaction with,
the neighbourhood environment as part of its design should be mandatory.



Recommendation 2: For a ‘place-based’ approach, the community needs to be at the heart of any
design and development process. The community must be core to the engagement process and
needs to be included in the steps to progress a project from design to development, whether
residential or not. The DP SEPP should add additional community consultation in the requirements
for the UDG and include community consultation as part of the ADG.

Heritage Protection
Objective 16 in the UDG highlights the guidance to preserve our cultural heritage places.

To adaptively reuse heritage buildings where appropriate

To consider historical street patterns and reinstate where possible

To protect solar access to places of heritage and cultural significance

Provide positive transitions and interfaces to areas of heritage with appropriate setbacks.
Respect and integrate historic lot layouts, street patters, streetscapes and landscapes into
the design.

In areas with high levels of built heritage, such as Ku-ring-gai, with both heritage items and heritage
conservation areas, it is essential that the Design Review Panel incorporates experts with the skills
to protect, conserve and respect the heritage of an area.

The cultural heritage of an area needs to be elevated into the ‘place-based’ approach. The
documents highlight the need to understand Aboriginal cultural history, but built European Heritage
items and Heritage Conservation Areas need to be more fully addressed in the analysis and
approvals for a Design Verification Statement.

Recommendation 3: In areas of high levels of built heritage it is essential that at least one
member of the Design Review Panel has accreditation, skills and experience in heritage
conservation at all stages of the review.

Heritage is an essential, and irreplaceable, character element in a number of suburbs and towns. It
is essential that development is not allowed to isolate pockets for development that will impact on
the character of the heritage district.

Recommendation 4: Add to the Design Verification objectives across the UDG and ADG that the
integrity of the greater area encompassing a number of and/or close proximity to Heritage
Conservation Areas, Heritage items, or heritage cultural landscapes are preserved as a larger
cultural entity without intrusive or new development ‘cherry-picking’ sites within the larger heritage
area.

Ecology and Greener spaces

Objective 4 of the UDG aims to strengthen the protection of ecological values. To date,
irresponsible development has damaged ecologically sensitive communities and habitats,
increasing the number of animals and plants on NSW'’s threatened and endangered reports.

The local community which has often raised the issues of the impact of development and
particularly the cumulative impacts on these areas of ecological value have most often been
ignored. This has been to the detriment of our natural environment and its resilience.

The SEPP allows loss of existing tree canopy to be offset by green walls or rooves or small
trees. This is inconsistent with environmental sustainability.

The retention of existing high quality tree canopy is essential to a strong local ecology. Open space
targets should be mandatory and not offset by weak alternatives.

Recommendation 5: The DP SEPP should ensure that as part of any site analysis in areas of high
ecological value, local expertise and consultation with community groups supporting the local
ecology are included as mandatory.



Recommendation 6: Tree loss should not be negotiable except with replacement of “like for like”.
The retention of mature trees must be mandatory. A loss of mature trees in any development must
be limited to 5%.

Recommendation 7: Also under Objective 4, it is essential to add to the Guidance to ‘Locate
density away from bushfire prone areas where access and evacuation remain an issue. Specifically
minimise density near National Parks and Reserves within Sydney.’

The SEPP does not specifically address fire management and density development which is a
major omission in NSW urban areas.

Apartment Design Guide

Having compared the Explanation of Intended Effects (EIE) with that of the ADG, we are
disappointed to note the number of areas where the recommendations within the EIE have been
reduced or omitted in this final Draft ADG.

Recommendation 8: These are areas critical to the objectives of the DP SEPP, and should be
reviewed again for inclusion. They go to the heart of the Place Based Principle underpinning this
SEPP.

These are:

e Building Separation: The separation for buildings with 25+ storeys to increase to between
24 and 30 metres has been ignored. The ADG Guidance states that setting back higher
levels of buildings will improve solar access and bulk among other benefits.

o Building Form: A recommended maximum tower floorplate of 700 m2 has been ignored,
though more slender towers are proven to provide better air circulation and use of common
grounds.

e Solar Access: Recommendation of extended time for solar access to apartments to
increase from 2 hours in midwinter ignored. When the efficient use of natural resources and
reducing emissions is a core objective of this SEPP, this change is obviously developer
driven rather than targeting any reduction in energy usage.

¢ Natural cross ventilation: Require ceiling fans for habitable rooms with 2.7m ceilings. Plus
more kitchen and bathrooms with windows. EIE recommendations have been ignored in the
latest draft, though the DP SEPP stresses the improvements in sustainable living
incorporated in its objectives. These are missed opportunities.

e Acoustic issues raised in the EIE: Improvements in external noise and pollution on busy
roads, to use latest glass/glazing technology. Acoustic privacy and separation for working
from home or study areas. Both issues now included only as ‘to consider’ rather than as a
requirement as intended.

e Wheelchair access in common areas: EIE recommendation for all apartment buildings to
allow appropriate width of common areas to enable enough turning room for wheelchairs
has been ignored.

Essential Additional Recommendations:

These are two areas that have not been clearly outlined in any of the documents and are essential
to meeting the DP SEPP objectives and building community trust in the planning system.

Recommendation 9: The Design Review Panel and the preparation of the Design Verification
Statement to accompany a Development Application should NOT include any persons or company
associated with the proponent of the Development. The Design Review Panel must be
rigorously independent of any Development applicant.

Recommendation 10: All State Significant development over which the Minister has discretion,
must also comply with the rigour of the UDG and ADG. In essence it must adhere to the DP SEPP
design principles and considerations, be considered by an independent design review panel, and
meet the full requirements of a Design Verification Statement.



Conclusion

The aim of the Design and Place SEPP is supported, however, without mandated minimum
standards developers will be free to depart from the provisions and the intended objectives will not
be achieved. Community confidence in the planning system will be further eroded.

Offsets, flexibility and loss of prescriptive controls leave the development industry free to
circumvent any requirements. Non-discretionary standards should be set to give certainty to the
community and to assure the intended principles of the SEPP are achieved.

The essence of the place-based approach requires collaboration with the industry but equally with
the community as key stakeholders. Compliance and enforcement are also required to meet an
objective of quality design and delivery to promote a city that supports and enhances a ‘mosaic of
different places’.

Our recommendations are aimed at improving the DP SEPP to meet these objectives.
We look forward to your response.

Yours sincerely,

Kathy Cowley
PRESIDENT

cc Mayor and Councillors

cc The Hon Jonathan O'Dea MP Member for Davidson

cc The Hon Alister Henskens SC MP Member for Ku-ring-gai
cc The Hon Paul Fletcher MP Member for Bradfield
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Minister Anthony Roberts,

NSW Department of Planning Industry and Environment . R et

Locked Bag 5022, ENVIRONMENT INC
Parramatta NSW 2124

25" February 2022
Re Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning Policy Submission
Dear Minister Roberts,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning
Policy (DP SEPP). We have reviewed all the documents and have a number of concerns, or areas
for improvement.

Friends of the Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) is a community based organisation aimed at
protecting and conserving the natural and built heritage of our area.

FOKE supports the intent of each of the 5 principles underpinning the DP SEPP.

1. Deliver beauty and amenity to create a sense of belonging, through improved overall design
and comfortable, inclusive and healthy places

2. Deliver inviting public spaces and enhanced public life, through addressing culture,
character and heritage

3. Promote productive and connected places through sustainable transport and walkability,
supporting vibrant and affordable neighbourhoods

4. Design sustainable and greener places for the wellbeing of people and the environment
through inclusion of green infrastructure and resource efficiency and emissions reduction.

5. Deliver resilient and diverse places that are adaptable to climate change and optimal and
diverse land use.

The areas we particularly support are:

e The requirement for a Design Verification Statement within the Apartment Design Guide
(ADG) and for mid to large scale urban developments under the Urban Design Guide (UDG)

o The experience and qualification requirements of the persons preparing the Design
Verification Statement for the Review Panel

e The focus on sustainability and the updated Basix requirements for all developments.
Especially the inclusion of green spaces, and increased tree canopy to mitigate the heat
island effect in existing and future residential and non-residential developments.

However, we have serious concerns regarding the ability of the DP SEPP and the associated
Policy document to meet these objectives without amendment.

Key areas within the DP SEPP that require improvement are:
Increased Density and LEP override

We strongly object to Objective 15 of the Urban Design Guide. This recommendation to allow

apartment buildings in the same block as detached houses, overriding the local Council zoning
plans will destroy the integrity of established suburbs and LGAs, such as Ku-ring-gai. R4 High
Density and R3 Medium Density should not be allowed with R2 Low Density Residential on lots

2016 NATIONAL TRUST HERITAGE AWARDS HIGHLY COMMENDED
2009 NATIONAL TRUST HERITAGE AWARDS HIGHLY COMMENDED
2008 NSW GOVERNMENT HERITAGE VOLUNTEERS AWARD
2000 FOKE, WINNER, NSW HERITAGE OFFICE CULTURAL HERITAGE CONSERVATION AWARD
“HERITAGE WATCH OVER OUR PLACE OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE —KU-RING-GAI”
KEEP AUSTRALIA BEAUTIFUL COUNCIL (NSW) METRO PRIDE AWARDS.



over 1ha in metropolitan and regional urban areas. This applies to whether they are higher density
greenfield areas or consolidated lots in established suburbs.

We also object to the recommendation within Objective 15 to override any current zoning and
reduce detached dwellings to only 30% in areas where the number of dwellings per hectare is
currently 15 dwellings or greater.

Again, this is an assault on the current character of existing suburbs and puts increased
density as the key aim of this Policy, it is apparent it is not design and a better sense of
place that is the motivation.

This objective totally contradicts ALL of the 5 principles of this SEPP, and is in conflict with
Objectives 16 and 17 of the Urban Design Guide and needs to be removed.

Recommendation 1: OBJECTIVE 15 MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE URBAN DESIGN GUIDE

Resilience and Sustainability

Without a strengthening of the minimum requirements to meet these ambitious climate change
mitigation reforms, any improvement above current levels will not be met.

The continued NSW Planning Policy of allowing emission reduction targets to be treated as
‘matters for consideration’ rather than enforceable will not lead to any significant improvement over
and above the current environmentally irresponsible approach of many developers.

The SEPP documents state that there are currently no minimum performance standards and
verification methods for energy and water for new non-residential projects. This must be addressed
as a matter of priority in line with the application of the DP SEPP.

Recommendation 2: Embed minimum emission reduction, water use, thermal comfort and climate
change mitigation targets in the DP SEPP for all new and updated developments, both residential
and non-residential, in any updated BASIX requirement. Usage of words such as ‘preference’ or
‘consider’ to be replaced by ‘include’ and ‘action’.

The principles outlined in the Design and Place SEPP Explanation of Intended Effects should be
translated into mandatory requirements and standards in an expanded regulatory framework under
BASIX.

Community Engagement

‘The heart of the document is a Place-Based approach to design that ‘requires understanding the
physical, environmental, social and cultural attributes of a location.” (Page 7 UDG)

However, The SEPP sidelines input from councils and community engagement at critical stages of
the process.

The community is a key stakeholder in the determinant of place. Site analysis and context are
essential, but so is the social and cultural history of a place, what the community values and how it
interacts with the area.

‘Place is the interdependent relationship of people and their environment, made unique by local
conditions.

The successful design, planning, development and management of place is a sustained and
complex collaboration between stakeholders, including government, developers, built environment
and landscape professionals and the community.

A vital role for the urban designer is to establish a common understanding of a place with these
many stakeholders to help shape the desired future. Great places recognise local characteristics
and the qualities people value.” (DP SEPP UDG)



In the Design Process in Practice (Page 88 UDG), the community is to be consulted in the Pre-
design and the Design Preparation stage, but not then re-engaged as the process continues.
References to Stakeholders at various stages do not specifically include the community. The
references to community consultation are always cited as separate to stakeholders in the Process
phases.

The community’s objectives, contribution and concerns need to be included as part of each stage
in the development process. How can one say that the community has benefited if the end result
has been irrevocably changed during the various stages of stakeholder engagement that excludes
the community?

Even more startlingly, the ADG lacks any requirement for community engagement in the site
analysis or design process, even though the ADG covers a range of publicly accessible communal
space objectives and large-scale developments. The site analysis is predominantly based on
physical characteristics and does not include the social and cultural history of the area or how the
neighbourhood interacts with the target area.

A process that requires the community engagement to assess the linkages to, and interaction with,
the neighbourhood environment as part of its design should be mandatory.

Recommendation 3: For a ‘place-based’ approach, the community needs to be at the heart of any
design and development process. The community must be core to the engagement process and
needs to be included in the steps to progress a project from design to development, whether
residential or not. The DP SEPP should add additional community consultation in the requirements
for the UDG and include community consultation as part of the ADG.

Heritage Protection
Objective 16 in the UDG highlights the guidance to preserve our cultural heritage places.

To adaptively reuse heritage buildings where appropriate

To consider historical street patterns and reinstate where possible

To protect solar access to places of heritage and cultural significance

Provide positive transitions and interfaces to areas of heritage with appropriate setbacks.
Respect and integrate historic lot layouts, street patters, streetscapes and landscapes into
the design.

In areas with high levels of built heritage, such as Ku-ring-gai, with both heritage items and heritage
conservation areas, it is essential that the Design Review Panel incorporates experts with the skills
to protect, conserve and respect the heritage of an area.

The cultural heritage of an area needs to be elevated into the ‘place-based’ approach. The
documents highlight the need to understand Aboriginal cultural history, but built European Heritage
items and Heritage Conservation Areas need to be more fully addressed in the analysis and
approvals for a Design Verification Statement.

Recommendation 4: In areas of high levels of built heritage it is essential that at least one
member of the Design Review Panel has accreditation, skills and experience in heritage
conservation at all stages of the review.

Heritage is an essential, and irreplaceable, character element in a number of suburbs and towns. It
is essential that development is not allowed to isolate pockets for development that will impact on
the character of the heritage district.

Recommendation 5: Add to the Design Verification objectives across the UDG and ADG that the
integrity of the greater area encompassing a number of and/or close proximity to Heritage
Conservation Areas, Heritage items, or heritage cultural landscapes are preserved as a larger
cultural entity without intrusive or new development ‘cherry-picking’ sites within the larger heritage
area.



Ecology and Greener spaces

Objective 4 of the UDG aims to strengthen the protection of ecological values. To date,
irresponsible development has damaged ecologically sensitive communities and habitats,
increasing the number of animals and plants on NSW’s threatened and endangered reports.

The local community which has often raised the issues of the impact of development and
particularly the cumulative impacts on these areas of ecological value have most often been
ignored. This has been to the detriment of our natural environment and its resilience.

The SEPP allows loss of existing tree canopy to be offset by green walls or rooves or small
trees. This is inconsistent with environmental sustainability.

The retention of existing high quality tree canopy is essential to a strong local ecology. Open space
targets should be mandatory and not offset by weak alternatives.

Recommendation 6: The DP SEPP should ensure that as part of any site analysis in areas of high
ecological value, local expertise and consultation with community groups supporting the local
ecology are included as mandatory.

Recommendation 7: Tree loss should not be negotiable except with replacement of “like for like”.
The retention of mature trees must be mandatory. A loss of mature trees in any development must
be limited to 5%.

Recommendation 8: Also under Objective 4, it is essential to add to the Guidance to ‘Locate
density away from bushfire prone areas where access and evacuation remain an issue. Specifically
minimise density near National Parks and Reserves within Sydney.’

The SEPP does not specifically address fire management and density development which is a
major omission in NSW urban areas.

Apartment Design Guide

Having compared the Explanation of Intended Effects (EIE) with that of the ADG, we are
disappointed to note the number of areas where the recommendations within the EIE have been
reduced or omitted in this final Draft ADG.

Recommendation 9: These are areas critical to the objectives of the DP SEPP, and should be
reviewed again for inclusion. They go to the heart of the Place Based Principle underpinning this
SEPP.

These are:

e Building Separation: The separation for buildings with 25+ storeys to increase to between
24 and 30 metres has been ignored. The ADG Guidance states that setting back higher
levels of buildings will improve solar access and bulk among other benefits.

e Building Form: A recommended maximum tower floorplate of 700 m2 has been ignored,
though more slender towers are proven to provide better air circulation and use of common
grounds.

e Solar Access: Recommendation of extended time for solar access to apartments to
increase from 2 hours in midwinter ignored. When the efficient use of natural resources and
reducing emissions is a core objective of this SEPP, this change is obviously developer
driven rather than targeting any reduction in energy usage.

o Natural cross ventilation: Require ceiling fans for habitable rooms with 2.7m ceilings. Plus
more kitchen and bathrooms with windows. EIE recommendations have been ignored in the
latest draft, though the DP SEPP stresses the improvements in sustainable living
incorporated in its objectives. These are missed opportunities.

e Acoustic issues raised in the EIE: Improvements in external noise and pollution on busy
roads, to use latest glass/glazing technology. Acoustic privacy and separation for working



from home or study areas. Both issues now included only as ‘to consider’ rather than as a
requirement as intended.

o Wheelchair access in common areas: EIE recommendation for all apartment buildings to
allow appropriate width of common areas to enable enough turning room for wheelchairs
has been ignored.

Essential Additional Recommendations:

These are two areas that have not been clearly outlined in any of the documents and are essential
to meeting the DP SEPP objectives and building community trust in the planning system.

Recommendation 10: The Design Review Panel and the preparation of the Design Verification
Statement to accompany a Development Application should NOT include any persons or company
associated with the proponent of the Development. The Desigh Review Panel must be
rigorously independent of any Development applicant.

Recommendation 11: All State Significant development over which the Minister has discretion,
must also comply with the rigour of the UDG and ADG. In essence it must adhere to the DP SEPP
design principles and considerations, be considered by an independent design review panel, and
meet the full requirements of a Design Verification Statement.

Conclusion

Though the aims of the Design and Place SEPP appear to be well-meaning, we cannot support it in
its current format as it is obvious that its primary objective is higher density throughout metropolitan
areas. All other objectives now conflict with this. Only with the removal of Objective 15 of the Urban
Design Guide and its associated higher density objectives, will FOKE be able to support a SEPP
that better respects the principles of place based design without the overarching emphasis on
higher density.

A concern is that without mandated minimum standards, especially with regard to apartments,
developers will be free to depart from the provisions and the intended objectives will not be
achieved. Community confidence in the planning system will be further eroded.

Offsets, flexibility and loss of prescriptive controls leave the development industry free to
circumvent any requirements. Non-discretionary standards should be set to give certainty to the
community and to assure the intended principles of the SEPP are achieved.

The essence of the place-based approach requires collaboration with the industry but equally with
the community as key stakeholders. Compliance and enforcement are also required to meet an
objective of quality design and delivery to promote a city that supports and enhances a ‘mosaic of
different places’.

Our recommendations are aimed at improving the DP SEPP to meet these objectives.
We look forward to your response.

Yours sincerely,

Kathy Cowley

PRESIDENT

cc Mayor and Councillors

cc The Hon Jonathan O'Dea MP Member for Davidson

cc The Hon Alister Henskens SC MP Member for Ku-ring-gai
cc The Hon Paul Fletcher MP Member for Bradfield
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Minister Anthony Roberts,

NSW Department of Planning Industry and Environment . R et

Locked Bag 5022, ENVIRONMENT INC
Parramatta NSW 2124

281 February 2022

Re Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning Policy Submission (Amended
comments on Urban Design Objectives 3 and 15)

Dear Minister Roberts,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Design & Place State Environment Planning
Policy (DP SEPP). We have reviewed all the documents and have a number of concerns, or areas
for improvement.

Friends of the Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) is a community based organisation aimed at
protecting and conserving the natural and built heritage of our area.

FOKE supports the intent of each of the 5 principles underpinning the DP SEPP.

1. Deliver beauty and amenity to create a sense of belonging, through improved overall design
and comfortable, inclusive and healthy places

2. Deliver inviting public spaces and enhanced public life, through addressing culture,
character and heritage

3. Promote productive and connected places through sustainable transport and walkability,
supporting vibrant and affordable neighbourhoods

4. Design sustainable and greener places for the wellbeing of people and the environment
through inclusion of green infrastructure and resource efficiency and emissions reduction.

5. Deliver resilient and diverse places that are adaptable to climate change and optimal and
diverse land use.

The areas we particularly support are:

e The requirement for a Design Verification Statement within the Apartment Design Guide
(ADG) and for mid to large scale urban developments under the Urban Design Guide (UDG)

o The experience and qualification requirements of the persons preparing the Design
Verification Statement for the Review Panel

¢ The focus on sustainability and the updated Basix requirements for a