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The Secretary

The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure
4 Parramatta Square,

2 Darcy Street

Parramatta NSW 2150.

Dear Madam
Explanation of Intended Effect: Changes to create low and mid-rise housing

Find attached Council’s submission to the Explanation of Intended Effect: Changes to create
low and mid-rise housing.

The matter was considered by Council at its Ordinary meeting of 20" February 2024 wherein
Council resolved, inter alia:

01 Transport Oriented Development Program and Low and Mid-Rise
Housing Provisions

File: S12198
Vide: GB.18

The purpose of this report is to put draft submissions on the State Government’s
Transport Oriented Development (TOD) Program and proposed Low and Mid-Rise
Housing SEPP provisions to Council for consideration.

MOTION:

(Moved: Councillors Smith/Wheatley)

A. Due to the multiple issues cited and the highly destructive outcomes that would
result from the proposal, Council does not support the EIE- low mid-rise
housing proposal, nor the TOD proposal.

B. That Council resolve to forward submissions on the TOD Program and the Low
and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP provisions at Attachments Al and A2 to this
report respectively to the DPHI, noting that the TOD submission is unchanged
from that version was been forwarded to the DPHI as a draft on 31 January
2024.



In addition, Council resolve to forward the specialist reports at Attachments A5-
A8 (inclusive) to this report to the DPHI to be considered as part of Council’s
formal submissions to both SEPP initiatives.

That Council request the NSW Government to work in collaboration with local
councils as per the intention of the National Housing Accord to deliver
additional housing in line with strategic planning processes under the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

That Council communicate to the NSW Government its willingness to provide
for additional housing through a consultative planning process that delivers high
quality urban outcomes and respects the built and natural environment.

That the Acting General Manager be authorised to make minor changes to the
submissions on the TOD Program and the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
provisions where they are of a minor or editorial nature and otherwise progress
the interests of Council consistent within this matter.

Resolved:

(Moved: Councillors Smith/Wheatley)

A

Due to the multiple issues cited and the highly destructive outcomes that would
result from the proposal, Council does not support the EIE- low mid-rise
housing proposal, nor the TOD proposal.

That Council resolve to forward submissions on the TOD Program and the Low
and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP provisions at Attachments Al and A2 to this
report respectively to the DPHI, noting that the TOD submission is unchanged
from that version was been forwarded to the DPHI as a draft on 31 January
2024.

In addition, Council resolve to forward the specialist reports at Attachments A5-
A8 (inclusive) to this report to the DPHI to be considered as part of Council’s
formal submissions to both SEPP initiatives.

That Council request the NSW Government to work in collaboration with local
councils as per the intention of the National Housing Accord to deliver
additional housing in line with strategic planning processes under the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

That Council communicate to the NSW Government its willingness to provide
for additional housing through a consultative planning process that delivers high
quality urban outcomes and respects the built and natural environment.

That the Acting General Manager be authorised to make minor changes to the
submissions on the TOD Program and the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
provisions where they are of a minor or editorial nature and otherwise progress
the interests of Council consistent within this matter.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY



Yours sincerely
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By Andrew Watson at 8:09 am, Feb 23, 202

Andrew Watson
Director Strategy & Environment
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COUNCIL RESOLUTIONS

At an Extra Ordinary meeting on 5 February 2024 Council considered a Notice of Motion from Councillors
Smith and Wheatley and resolved, in part:

(Moved: Councillors Smith/Wheatley)

A.

Condemns the State Government for its irresponsible approach to planning for the future of the
built and natural environment in NSW.

Rejects the proposed changes to planning controls and demands that they be withdrawn with
genuine consultation to be undertaken with councils and their communities, as intended by the
National Housing Accord 2022.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

At the Ordinary Meeting of Council on 20 February 2024 Council considered a report on draft submissions
on the Transport Oriented Development Program and the Explanation of Intended Effects: Changes to
Create Low and Mid-rise Housing and resolved:

(Moved: Councillors Smith/Wheatley)

A.

Due to the multiple issues cited and the highly destructive outcomes that would result from the
proposal, Council does not support the EIE- low mid-rise housing proposal, nor the TOD proposal.

That Council resolve to forward submissions on the TOD Program and the Low and Mid-Rise
Housing SEPP provisions at Attachments A1 and A2 to this report respectively to the DPHI, noting
that the TOD submission is unchanged from that version was been forwarded to the DPHI as a
draft on 31 January 2024.

In addition, Council resolve to forward the specialist reports at Attachments A5-A8 (inclusive) to
this report to the DPHI to be considered as part of Council’s formal submissions to both SEPP
initiatives.

That Council request the NSW Government to work in collaboration with local councils as per the
intention of the National Housing Accord to deliver additional housing in line with strategic
planning processes under the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

That Council communicate to the NSW Government its willingness to provide for additional
housing through a consultative planning process that delivers high quality urban outcomes and
respects the built and natural environment.

That the Acting General Manager be authorised to make minor changes to the submissions on
the TOD Program and the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP provisions where they are of a minor
or editorial nature and otherwise progress the interests of Council consistent within this matter.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This submission has been prepared by Ku-ring-gai Council staff, with the assistance of external independent
consultants, and taking into account community views. This submission is a response to the Explanation of
Intended Effects: Changes to create low- and mid-rise housing (EIE) dated December 2023.

Council’s main issues and concerns are outlined below with detail in the body of this submission.

Council has conducted some limited community engagement (given the lack of sufficient time and timing of
the exhibition over the Christmas/New Year holiday period). The results are provided in the attached
Community Engagement Report (Appendix A). There is widespread concern from many sectors of the
community on the lack of democratic process on an approach that has far reaching detrimental
generational consequences.

Council has sought independent expert advice on the proposed reforms and the potential impacts. The
response letters confirm Council’s concerns and resultant position. The letters are provided at:

e Hill Thalis Architecture + Urban Projects— Urban Design (Appendix B)
e Lisa Trueman - Heritage Conservation (Appendix C)
e Land Eco Consulting — Ecology (Appendix D)

Council has made a separate submission to the Transport Oriented Development Program (December 2023)
(Appendix E). Given the overlap of the issues regarding mid-rise housing, the issues raised in that
submission must be considered with this submission.

Overview

The Ku-ring-gai local government area is the third largest LGA within the North District. It is framed by
Cockle Creek and Cowan Creek to the north, Middle Harbour to the east, Boundary Street at the south and
the Sydney-Newcastle Freeway to the west. It forms the gateway to three key National Parks to its north,
west and east.

Ku-ring-gai was originally populated by the Durramurragal people (AHO 2015) with European settlement
beginning in the early 1800s along the ridgeline transport routes.

Today, Ku-ring-gai has a predominantly suburban residential composition with open parkland, bushland
and waterways, including nationally significant environmental and biodiversity assets and important
European and Aboriginal heritage. The delivery and development of housing in the area has been founded
on investigation and evidence that gives due consideration to ensure the sustainability of local communities
now and into the future. To this end, Council has developed a suite of comprehensive policies, guides and
strategies, including locally responsive housing typologies, that together deliver balanced development
outcomes.

The area’s high number of well-regarded schools attracts families that seek the types of homes prevalent in
the area: homes with multiple bedrooms, landscaped gardens, large canopy trees and ample parking,
homes that enable lifecycle residency and neighbourhood stability. The assumption made in the proposal -
that all people are happy to live in small homes with little to no private open space and minimal carparking,
is not evidenced in the exhibited material and certainly not demonstrated across all demographics in this
area.

While Council recognises the importance and potential benefits of increasing housing close to transport
and amenities, and providing varied types of housing, there are serious concerns that the changes are being
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pursued without substantiation and transparency, and in a manner that undermines local Councils and
communities, placing the long-term liveability of our cities at risk.

Housing in the LGA has been developed with regard to social, economic and environmental considerations
clearly visible in the overall quality of built form, facility/infrastructure provision, and landscape setting of

the area. The significant elements of environment, sustainability and heritage should not be sacrificed for

unspecified housing density targets and unfounded non-refusal standards which are unworkable.

The proposed reforms

Public exhibition of the Explanation of Intended Effects: Changes to create low- and mid-rise housing (EIE)
commenced on 15 December 2023 and closes on 23 February 2024. The Department of Planning, Housing
and Infrastructure (the Department) has invited public comment on the proposal. The information provided
in the exhibition is minimal and unevidenced, and not commensurate with the serious impacts it will effect
across NSW.

At the same time, the Department sent Council their Transport Orientated Development Program (TOD), a
very short document, outlining their proposal and timing for the mid-rise development around certain train
stations including at Roseville, Lindfield, Killara and Gordon stations. The Department asked Council for
separate comment on the TOD by 31 January 2024.

Together, the EIE and TOD documents set out a series of significant reforms which will allow for the
development of a large quantity of additional low and mid-rise housing throughout NSW.

The proposed housing will no longer be determined under local provisions that ensure consideration of the
multiple facets of a site in developing the land; instead, it will be determined under two new State
Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP) and include ‘non-refusal standards’ that eliminate merit
consideration of site and locality features.

Consultation and commencement of the reforms

Given the timing of the exhibition and end of year business closure due to Christmas/New Year holidays,
insufficient time has been given to Council and the community to properly consider the material,
particularly as the scale of impact that the proposal will deliver is enormous.

The April 2024 deadline for Council to deliver an alternate strategy for mid-rise development in the TOD
localities is unreasonable and unrealistic given the Department has not provided any planning analysis nor
capacity investigations to assist Council to meet the deadline. The issues raised in Council’s TOD
submission, provided at Appendix E, relate to mid-rise housing and must be considered as part of this EIE
submission.

The proposed changes are massive and sudden in town planning terms. The EIE document describing the
low and mid-rise changes does not contain sufficient detail to understand and respond to changes of this
magnitude; moreover, the document makes flawed and unfounded assumptions to justify its approach.

The release of the Transport Oriented Development SEPP in April 2024 and the Low and Mid-Rise Housing
SEPP in June 2024 is premature.

Local Councils must be given the opportunity to prepare well considered masterplanned proposals that are
locally responsive and actually able to deliver the proposed “density done well” (EIE p.12) in “well located
areas” (EIE p.15).
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One-size-fits-all and non-refusal standards

Proper assessment of the proposal material has been frustrated by the lack of clarity, evidence, testing, and
transparency on how the one-size-fits all model is supposed to deliver good housing outcomes across NSW
with its diverse landform, character, attributes and constraints.

Further, there is zero evidence on how the non-refusal standards have been determined, no modelling and
no testing to demonstrate how the resultant housing, especially in its cumulative delivery, is supposed to
assimilate into established areas with Sydney’s inner, middle and outer ring suburbs, each with their
separate and diverse character.

The proposed set of uniform blanket pre-eminent non-refusal controls for all areas and typologies, contain
no apparent recognition of local character and no provision for the local character to be preserved. The
proposal appears to want to apply a cookie cutter approach and make uniform all areas across NSW, and
worryingly, develop all areas to the lowest of standards with no infrastructure to support the growth of
communities.

Any claim that the reforms will continue to provide opportunity for genuine merit assessment to ensure
quality and consideration of aspects such as biodiversity, character and heritage, matters that the residents
of Ku-ring-gai have long said are important to them, is disingenuous at best.

There appears to be no investigation into the capacity for LGAs to accommodate the large quantum of
housing. It is simplistic to assume that all LGA’s are able to deliver equal amounts of dwellings unless the
intention of the EIE is to convert established areas into greenfield sites, clearing all fabric and natural assets
to deliver basic and uniform standards of housing that reflect the development outcomes seen on
greenfield sites.

Lack of infrastructure investigation

The proposal seeks to reduce infrastructure costs of developing greenfield areas by locating new housing
close to existing infrastructure. However, it fails to provide any analysis of the infrastructure provision in
the affected built-up areas and the capacity of existing infrastructure, including water, sewer, open space,
schools, hospitals, traffic and transport, to cope with the volume of new residents. It fails to evaluate
ageing infrastructure and give the associated cost-estimates of upgrading and augmenting the provisions.

It is common knowledge that renewing infrastructure within built-up areas requires a substantial
commitment of funds. The lack of commitment to openly discuss infrastructure requirements, and how
existing ageing and over-subscribed infrastructure will be augmented to accommodate population growth
is highly concerning.

Population and dwelling numbers

The proposal appears to have no concept of the need to undertake land capacity studies to determine how
to best plan and deliver new dwellings “in the right place and designed well” (EIE pg. 5).

The proposal only provides overarching dwelling numbers of 314,000 homes in NSW by 2029 and 550,000
new homes in Sydney by 2041. It gives no clear, consistent information on the dwelling targets and
timeframes for delivery being sought across NSW, across Sydney and importantly, across each LGA within
the Sydney region.

The proposal also does not provide any evidence to show the population projections and demographic
trends for NSW, for the Six Cities and for each LGA. Rather, it appears to apply a blanket requirement to
deliver “more” housing with no regard to population numbers, distribution and profile which determine the
corresponding requirement for housing typologies, local facilities, services and infrastructure for those
additional people.
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Requests for additional information

Requests have been made to the Department for further information and basic standards that underpin
housing delivery, such as LGA dwelling targets, population projections and demographics. No information
has been forthcoming. Council has, therefore, had to make numerous assumptions to make sense of the
proposals.

Planning Considerations

In general, the proposals lack any planning considerations that ordinarily are a basis to ensure the delivery
of orderly and economic land use as per the EP&A Act.

The proposal has a short-term singular financial focus on housing provision with no consideration of social
and environmental costs that will definitely arise post-development under these proposed standards. It
fails to apply strategic planning and masterplanning principles which are essential in any large scale
development proposal, including such proposals which will result in substantial cumulative impacts.

The planning and delivery of additional housing must be undertaken in a strategic and integrated manner,
with an evidence base of demographic projections, housing trends and analysis of the capacity of areas to
accommodate new dwellings, including acknowledging and identifying areas that are unsuitable for
additional housing.

To avoid irresponsible development that might deliver housing in the short term but creates a legacy of
ongoing problems, housing must be provided side by side with infrastructure planning, commitment and
equity in social, economic and environmental outcomes.

Strategic planning and masterplanning enables the provision of new and diverse dwellings in appropriate
locations, while protecting the valued local character, amenity, natural and built heritage, transport and
accessibly and importantly, protecting population from the predicted impacts of climate change which will
see increased risk to dwellings on and near bushfire and flood hazard land, and increased costs trying to
make poor development more liveable.

Conflict with State, Federal, Global Directions

The proposal disregards multiple state, federal and global policies and ignores Council’s Local Strategic
Planning Statement. These directions, spanning decades, speak to the need to deliver more considered
development in the face of increasing unstable and extreme weather events due to climate change.

The proposal pays no heed to the recent NSW Planning System and Climate Change Parliamentary Inquiry
which is looking to find ways that the planning system can prevent the very type of development the EIE
and TOD are proposing.

The proposal and process is undemocratic and totally disregards the State’s policies including the planning
process which has been put in place to ensure land use and development balance economic, social and
environmental issues to protect the finite resource of land and its attributes for future generations. It
ignores the ever increasing call for responsible development.

Singular focus on housing provision to the detriment of all other considerations

The proposal provides zero evidence and investigative studies on impacts of the quantum of cumulative
development on roads and traffic, flora and fauna, threatened species, large trees and substantial canopy
cover, European and Aboriginal heritage, risks associated with bushfire and flood hazards.

The ramifications of the proposal are far reaching and concerning with its wholesale dismissal of the NSW
planning system; ignoring the intention of the Housing Accord where State government is expected to work
with local Councils to deliver more housing “in the right place” (EIE p.5) and “done well” (EIE p.12); the lack
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of transparency on key factors informing the proposal; and, the proposed systematic decimation of the fine
grain established natural and built form of Ku-ring-gai.

Next Steps

Due to the multiple issues cited and the highly destructive outcomes that would result from the proposal,
Council cannot support the EIE proposal, including the blanket one-size-fits-all and non-refusal standards

for:

e Low-rise housing in the form of:

- 2-3 storey manor houses and multi-dwelling terraces/townhouses on all R2 (Low Density
Residential) land within 800m of Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon, Pymble, Turramurra,
Warrawee, Wahroonga railway stations, and 800m within the St Ives centre; and

- 2-3 storey dual occupancies on all R2 (Low Density Residential) land across Ku-ring-gai.

e Mid-rise housing comprising:

- 4-5 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones within 400 to 800m of a railway station or town
centre precinct.; and

- 6-7 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones and shop-top housing in E1 and MU1 zones
within 400m of a railway station or town centre precinct

Council requests the opportunity to conduct the required strategic planning, testing, modelling and
capacity investigations to deliver additional housing “in the right place” (EIE p.5) including the development
of future desired character and locally responsive standards and typologies that enable real “infill”
development to be provided that “does density well” (EIE p.12).

The approach that underpins the proposed housing reforms is fundamentally flawed.

It is based on incorrect demographic assumptions that do not apply to the LGA, data trends averaged
across NSW cannot be applied in a blanket approach to each and every part of Sydney — small couple
without children and subsequent smaller dwellings is not projected to be the biggest cohort in the
LGA, nor will it grow at the rates of inner city ring areas.

Couples with children, including adult children, and 3-5 bedrooms will remain the dominant housing
requirement in the area, with associated minimum 2 car spaces. The proposal’s apparent assumption
that all families across Sydney will want to downsize into smaller homes with little to no garden is not
evidenced, especially when those homes propose 0.5-1 parking space regardless of the number of
bedrooms in each dwelling and household compositions of multiple adults in the same home.

It includes non-refusal standards that are unworkable on infill lots — the standards completely fail to
address the basic requirements of infill housing, assimilating into established context. It assumes
unconstrained, flat land with no attributes to address. The approach assumes the land is greenfield or
large lot industrial/redundant land and applies standards suited to those, but which will annihilate
the existing historical fine grain character across Sydney.

The approach only focuses on provision of dwelling numbers to the detriment of all other
considerations required to deliver housing that “does density well” (EIE p.12) with “well located” (EIE
p.15) and “well designed” (EIE p.5) housing. The approach is anti-planning and will create irreversible
damage to the built form and landscape fabric of Sydney.
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e |t fails to understand and provide the actual costs of real infill housing and the associated parallel
requirement for the renewal and augmentation of existing infrastructure — the proposal provides
sweeping statements of infrastructure availability and savings cost, however there is zero evidence to
substantiate this. The Productivity Commission report is heavily relied on to justify the infrastructure
argument, however that report provides sweeping NSW-wide statements and unrealistic
assumptions on actual local area infrastructure.

The issues of sewerage overflows in the Ku-ring-gai LGA, the growing stormwater flooding, the
congested Pacific Highway and major roads, the over-subscribed schools forcing smaller catchment
areas, the long hospital waiting lists, the costs of providing open space are amongst the items that
have not been mentioned in the sweeping statements. Further, there is zero commitment to support
the new communities with the required infrastructure, including no commitment of funding to
ensure delivery.

Key Issues
Dismissal of the NSW planning system

e The timing and delivery method proposed is in complete contradiction to the established strategic
planning framework set out in the EP&A Act.

e Planning considerations are disregarded as is the integration of environmental, economic and social
considerations pivotal to good land use planning as per the EP&A Act.

e The proposal ignores legislated provisions of Local Environmental Plans, over riding Local Strategic
Planning Statements, local planning controls and guides that ensure the orderly development of
land, including ensuring infill development does not destroy existing area values.

e The proposal erodes principles of strategic planning which has guided growth in a way that
maintains the character and amenity of high quality cities like Sydney. It ignores the merit of the
District and Regional Plans which guide locally responsive and appropriate development, avoiding
the one-size-fits-all approach.

e The proposal undermines the Standard Instrument’s established hierarchy of residential zoning by
converting R2 (Low Density Residential) areas into medium density areas and R3 (Medium Density
Residential) areas into high density areas.

Side-stepping fundamental planning processes

e Well considered housing delivery is considered through a masterplanning process which ensures
deliverable standards that take into account any constraints and features. This includes the
planning proposal process which is required to demonstrate justifiable consistency across multiple
considerations.

e The approach of the EIE is inconsistent with the approach for development intensification and
departs from legislated standards that have been the subject of long standing community
consultation and foundational evidence based planning considerations.

Blanket state-wide approach

III

e The proposed “one-size fits all” approach and the associated “non-refusal standards” completely
ignore local attributes and constraints.
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No modelling has been provided nor explanation given to explain how the “pattern-book”
approach will account for land topography, site attributes and site constraints.

The proposal cannot deliver good outcomes in every locality across NSW nor within every part of
the Six Cities Region. It is inevitable that it will be detrimental to urban character and streetscapes,
particularly where areas have high quality, intact streetscapes and local character.

This is an extremely blunt approach to housing delivery in an area that has clear land attributes that
will be irreplaceably destroyed, including canopy trees on private and public land; natural,
Aboriginal and European heritage; biodiversity, flora and fauna including threatened species;
streetscape and local character; flood risks, bushfire risk and bushfire evacuation risks.

Non-refusal development standards

The inclusion of the “non-refusal standards” are in direct conflict with the local standards as
specified in the KLEP 2015 and its associated DCP and other Guidelines.

the “non-refusal standards” precludes any merit assessment on any of the sites, resulting in the
conflict between the standards under the KLEP 2015 and the EP&A Act.

Non-refusal standards severely restrict Council’s ability to modify or refuse inappropriate
developments that destroy the natural and built environment or have severe amenity impacts.
While the EIE purports to continue to allow “merit assessments”, the reality will be that where any
local (LEP & DCP) controls, relating to aspects such as heritage, biodiversity and local character,
constrain the realisation of the non-refusal standards, then the local controls will be of absolutely
no effect and the poor standards of development will prevail.

Engagement with local Councils

Timing

Council has been given no opportunity to work with State government to develop a strategic
approach to housing the (undisclosed) dwelling targets in appropriate locations across the LGA. Nor
has it been given opportunity to develop appropriate standards for the low and mid-rise typologies
to deliver locally responsive controls. This collaborative approach is the intention of the Housing
Accord which is quoted in the EIE, however the approach taken by State Government in the
exhibition of this proposal has failed to abide by the Accord.

The release of the Transport Oriented Development SEPP in April 2024 and the Low and Mid-Rise
Housing SEPP in June 2024 is premature. Local Councils must be given the opportunity to prepare
well considered masterplanned proposals that are locally responsive and actually able to deliver
the proposed “density done well” (EIE p.12) in “well located areas” (EIE p.15).

The April deadline for Council to deliver an alternate strategy for mid-rise development in the TOD
localities is unreasonable and unrealistic — particularly when the State Government refuses to
provide the much requested dwelling targets for the area.

It is irresponsible to commence the two SEPPs without the underpinning masterplanning and
infrastructure capacity investigation that will ensure the delivery of orderly development with
proper social, economic and environmental considerations.
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Singular focus on housing provision

e The proposal only looks to housing delivery. It has no regard for the populations that will live in that
housing, nor for the impacts that will echo far into the future. There is a reason why many
developments across global western cities have been demolished and replaced with housing that
responds to context and provides high amenity to residents.

e The justification for the proposal is that there is a cost saving in utilising existing infrastructure to
service new housing; however, there has been zero investigation into the existing capacity of the
targeted area infrastructure, nor assessment and financial commitment to upgrade and augment
ageing infrastructure, including sewerage and stormwater collections which are problematic with
overflow issues.

Infill development

e The proposal applies a greenfield approach to infill areas, an approach that rewrites development
standards with negligible consideration of land location, attributes, constraints or any aspect of the
established area.

e Infill development is not about the systematic wiping out of high quality established areas that
have been built over decades.

e Even where areas are run-down and ripe for renewal, or where substantial increase in standards
are required, strategic planning and master planning is conducted to determine a “desired future
character” that holds to the core values of the area, including appropriate interface considerations.
Infill planning then applies considered and tested standards to deliver the desired future character.
None of this work is included in the proposal to ensure new housing will be delivered as “infill”.

Flawed Assumptions

e The EIE does not contain sufficient detail to understand and respond to changes of this magnitude.
No evidence has been provided on any cost/benefit analysis, nor a constraints analysis undertaken
by the Department to demonstrate the value of this proposal. There is an unfounded assumption
that the proposal will deliver cost savings.

e No evidence has been provided to demonstrate the modelling of the proposed development
standards for all the low and mid-rise housing typologies across the many different topographies
across NSW. There is an assumption that the standards will work regardless of location.

e No evidence has been provided to demonstrate the number of dwellings resulting from the
proposal is aligned with demographics and population projections. Assumptions are made on NSW-
wide trends, local drivers are ignored.

e Thereis no evidence of any local infrastructure capacity assessment, nor any strategy to provide
the required infrastructure in tandem with housing provision. The underlying assumption is that
existing infrastructure can cope with the multiple increase in population.

Dwelling targets and demographic analysis
e No dwelling targets and demographic analysis for local government areas, including Ku-ring-gai has
been provided to ensure housing typology being delivered is appropriate for the projected

population growth and type.

e No consideration for the importance of retaining single dwellings in garden settings in the provision
of housing choice and the demographic groups that seek this type of home. Extensive community
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consultation conducted in the preparation of Ku-ring-gai’s exhibited Housing Strategy 2022
reported this as a valued typology as well as the desire for townhouses near the local centres.

Station and town centre precincts

e The proposal lacks understanding of local centre hierarchy and applies its one-size fits all approach
to the development of Ku-ring-gai local centres.

e Only Centres identified in LSPS (Gordon, Turramurra, Lindfield and St Ives) are suitable for
additional housing and should be considered as Town Centre Precincts for the purpose of Low and
Mid-Rise Housing SEPP (these are the only centres that contain the appropriate level of goods,
services and amenities).

e There is no clear mapping that clarifies the exact boundary by cadastre of the 400m and 800m
boundary lines to give certainty to landowners and prevent land consolidation outside the specified
boundary.

Heritage

e The proposal will result in widespread, irreversible and unavoidable impact to heritage
conservation areas and heritage items. In doing so it removes fabric that underpins social benefits
to communities, particularly historic figures associated with the area plus ageing populations that
identify with the areas.

e There is no mechanism included in the proposal for the sensitive increase of density in heritage
conservation areas and in the vicinity of heritage items.

e The existing planning system has appropriate capacity to assess additional density and changes for
their impact on heritage significance through either a planning proposal or development
application however these approaches are totally ignored in the proposal.

e There is no consideration respecting the Aboriginal heritage of areas, nor any sensitivity regarding
both identified, unidentified and hidden places and elements of Aboriginal cultural heritage.

e The two proposals presented in the TOD and the EIE together endanger more than 4,000 heritage
properties (items and sites within HCAs).

Traffic and parking

e Car parking rates for multi dwelling housing and manor houses are lower than Council’s DCP and
the RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments, and are not supported. They will result in
significant numbers of dwellings without carparking and create competition for on street parking.

e Increasing dual occupancy developments in areas that are already car dependent will continue to
generate higher levels of traffic and car dependency, increasing pressure on road network. They
will place a substantial increased demand for commuter car parking close to stations. The provision
of this infrastructure has not been included in the exhibited material, nor the funding for its
provision to all the local centre areas.

Affordable housing
e There is no indication that the provision of Affordable Housing is in perpetuity.
e There is no information on establishment of processes and procedures to manage contributions,

both in kind and in monetary form, for all affected LGAs without an established history of
Affordable Housing provision.
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e The proposal has conflicting floor space bonus provisions for time-limited affordable housing
provisions. Bonuses that are inequitable where the affordable housing is not retained in perpetuity,
instead providing significant benefit to the developer. Is affordable housing really a priority with
this approach?

e Just providing additional smaller unit housing in Ku-ring-gai will not make it more affordable.
Housing affordability is driven by investment purchase, negative gearing and associated tax
benefits. There is no proposed reform to this investment related policy which is central to the high
cost of housing and will not allow any meaningful reduction of dwelling purchase price despite
large volumes of housing being provided.

Capacity investigation

e The complexities of assessing existing infrastructure capacity and the required renewal and
augmentation in line with the proposed dense populations and housing is acknowledged. However,
planning of housing separate to infrastructure provision considerations is highly likely to cause
expensive remedial works in the future with costs passed on to the community.

e There is a distinct lack of analysis of existing infrastructure capacity and condition, and no
correlation of actual population and dwelling numbers that will place increased pressure on
existing infrastructure. The core assumption that it is cheaper to increase housing in established
areas is fundamentally flawed and unevidenced.

Local infrastructure provision

e Local infrastructure contributions arising from the immediate uptake of redevelopment will result
in inadequate provision for supporting infrastructure. This is due to the lack of adequate time and
resources to review the Contributions Plans and being properly supported by accurate
infrastructure impact assessment.

e Inadequate supporting information on growth and take-up analysis has been provided to support
Ku-ring-gai Council in incorporating the required supporting detail in the review of the current
s7.11 Contributions Plan in a timely manner.

e The areas of the low and mid-rise housing (and TOD SEPP) do not reflect the current Local Centres
catchments and are therefore subject to different contribution rates, and vary as to the application
of the dated $20,000 cap, which will impact cashflow for the provision of local supporting
infrastructure.

e Supporting new housing with adequate local infrastructure is critical to “density done well” (EIE
p.12).

e The simple existence of a local park does not mean that park is of adequate size or capacity to
support the needs of further intensive densification of the immediate area. This assumption is
deeply flawed.

e The proposed increase in the development potential of land will drive land prices up very
significantly. The result will be the inability for Council’s limited resources to purchase land for
infrastructure related to open space and facilities. There is zero discussion on the commitments
and funding assistance to deliver infrastructure to facilitate the new housing numbers.

e The value of the public domain in supplementing inadequate parkland is noted by the Productivity
Commission, but no acknowledgement of the cost of upgrading the streetscape to support the
amenity of intensive densification is evident.
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e No traffic model analysing the impact on existing intersections, particularly intersections accessing
the Pacific Highway, have been provided that would allow Council to devise and cost a works
programme to support this volume of redevelopment. The incredibly short time frame to
commence construction, renders this analysis impossible. Local Infrastructure contributions under
s7.11 cannot be levied post-consent leaving a likely funding shortfall for intersection treatments.

State infrastructure provision

e The comments of the Productivity Commissioner cross-referenced in the EIE are noted, however
they include no evidence that fine-grain analysis by utility providers or State Government Agencies
has been sought or considered. The document seems replete with high-level assumptions.

o The proposal makes erroneous statements which do not inspire any confidence in the evaluation.
For example, the railway in Ku-ring-gai runs along the top of the ridgeline and, as such, does not
provide for downhill flow of water from Sydney’s dams and major reservoirs to this area; an
observation made in the proposal that relates more to the inner west than the lower north.

e Ku-ring-gai’s public schools have been at capacity for many years and the opportunity to purchase
additional land for expansion comes at high cost. Much of Roseville and some of Lindfield feeds to
Chatswood High School, which, despite considerable recent capital investment, remains
substantially (35%) over its enrolment cap.

Environment

e There are no protections for the retention of existing mature vegetation. Tree retention needs to
be prioritised over replanting and offsets especially to preserve habitat and movement paths across
the LGA which protect fauna from isolation and extinction.

e The EIE places increased housing density above other considerations including canopy retention,
biodiversity conservation, infrastructure and storm water capacity, heritage, liveability and
sustainability.

e The proposed canopy targets are significantly lower than those required by Council. The
widespread application of the drastically reduced canopy targets will result in a significant loss of
canopy cover and trees across Ku-ring-gai. The preservation of tree canopies becomes a crucial
aspect of reducing the urban heat island effect by providing shade, enhancing evaporative cooling,
and fostering natural cooling processes.

e Significant increases in impervious surface area which will occur as a result of the built form enable
by the Low and Mid-Rise SEPP will have negative impacts on stormwater management, flooding
and downstream waterway health.

e No consideration has been made regarding local topography, soil types and geology that will be
impacted by poorly considered intense development that will gradually denude, erode and strip
soils to desert profiles. No consideration is given to areas susceptible to land slip.
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Bushfire and flood hazard

e No acknowledgement of the risks associated with increasing population in bushfire prone land and
flood prone land.

e Serious impacts resulting from uncontrolled dual occupancy in bushfire prone areas include
increased congestion of evacuation routes, further pressure to fire fighters during a bushfire event
including impact on water supply, and increased pressure on biodiversity protection including along
the interface with bushland reserves and national parks.

e Evacuation of elderly people and people with a disability that are likely to downsize into the smaller
dual occupancies, manor house and terrace/townhouse are placed at greater risk.

Accessibility

e There are no requirements for housing to be designed for accessibility. Given the ageing
demographic of the LGA, Council requires 100% accessible medium and high density dwellings in all
development. This again demonstrates the lack of demographic profiling undertaken to understand
how to provide well considered and well-designed housing.

Interface

e There is no consideration of interface issues of height, setbacks, overlooking, overshadowing to
adjoining lower density residential dwellings, nor to heritage items and boundaries with heritage
conservation areas, nor with bushland interface.

e No strategy has been provided to consider the issues of infill development and how it can
assimilate into the existing fine grain established area, or a stated desired future character.

Approval Pathways — Complying Development

e The proposal refers to low rise housing through the CDC pathway: “The Low Rise Housing Diversity
Code will continue to apply including to areas where low rise typologies are proposed to be
permitted under the reforms” (EIE p.40). This is a dangerous application of the existing pathway as
the new typologies have differing impacts. Just because it is called ‘low rise’ does not mean the
impacts are less. In fact the impacts of low rise are more devastating as they have larger cumulative
footprints that impact biodiversity, soil health, stormwater overland flows.

Design Quality

e The EIE repeatedly states “well designed” (EIE p.5) however the proposed pathway and the
proposed standards developed with zero underlying modelling, testing, capacity analysis,
assessment of the attributes and constraints of infill areas, means there will in actual fact be no
ability to ensure high quality design in these buildings and the urban areas they create.

e The proposed standards, particularly the floor space ratios, are extreme and unworkable. They
preclude any other considerations on the sites including tall canopy tree retention, landscaping,
ecology, environment, Aboriginal and European heritage and amenity impacts.

e The blanket application of standards casts doubt on its ability to meet the standards for "good
design" and liveability across the multiple varied topography of the LGA. To address these concerns,
State government needs to work with local Councils to develop locally responsive solutions
including:

- retention of local/site-based controls and merit-based assessment,
- deep soil provisions to equal current standards in the LGA,
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- develop locally responsive typologies with reduced floor space ratios (FSR) to enable current
street setbacks, streetscape planting with tall canopy trees and private open area,

- ensure protection of all biodiversity/greenweb mapped areas,

- prioritise tree retention over replanting and offsets.

e These measures would help foster a balanced approach to increasing housing that upholds local
environmental values, ensuring the proposed development aligns with environment and
sustainability goals, and safeguards the distinctive character of Ku-ring-gai in line with community
expectations and Government policy.

Housing Typologies

e The scope of implementation and change is substantial and far reaching; however the analysis,
investigation and testing of the proposal, its approach and the standards of its typologies is weak
and inconsequential in comparison to the resultant impacts.

e The proposed development of widespread dual occupancies and the 800m radius manor houses,
terraces/townhouses risk being destructive to large swathes of Sydney’s established urban areas in
a short time frame. The proposal will irreversibly destroy extensive tree canopy from large
established trees on private lands in Ku-ring-gai, fundamental to addressing multiple climate
change issues raised in State Government policies.

Dual occupancies

e 2-3 storey dual occupancy development under the proposed non-refusal development standards
will result in significant and widespread impacts to the predominant local character and landscape
quality across huge areas of Ku-ring-gai.

e The proposal for wide spread dual occupancies will decimate the land across Ku-ring-gai. It is only
through a Development Assessment pathway with true merit assessment that any development on
constrained land can be made to seriously consider site attributes and constraints such as
biodiversity, riparian, bushfire prone land, bushfire evacuation risk areas and European, Aboriginal
and natural land heritage.

e Ku-ring-gai has an average 900sgm lot size. Under the proposed standards this will result in a total
of 4 dwellings where there used to be a single house. Clearly this type if intensification will wipe out
the land features, including the substantial tree canopy that is located in private gardens. The non-
refusal standards will prevent any merit assessment and the ability to seek modification or refusal
of the application. The resulting land denudation is known to cause downslope runoff and pollution
impacts that threaten both flora and fauna, and undermine the integrity of soil and root systems.

e Detached Dual occupancy development is essentially small lot subdivision as once Torrens title
subdivided, they are no longer a dual occupancy but a single dwelling on a single lot which then
enables the development of secondary dwellings, further reducing the already minimal garden
area.

e The proposed floor space ratio, minimum lot size and width and the deep soil targets are
development standards that are in direct conflict with the existing controls in Ku-ring-gai. They will
result in developments that are incredibly dense with limited deep soil landscaping and on small
lots which impact on the ability to retain significant trees and vegetation, provide dwelling and
neighbour amenity and design appropriate basement parking.

e The standards are incapable of allowing tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai, to be
retained due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable such large trees to be
planted and to grow successfully.
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Manor Houses

e The proposed change in the definition of Manor Houses to remove the cap on a maximum of 4
dwellings will mean ‘manor houses’ will effectively be 2-3 storey residential flat buildings with no
limit to the number of dwellings they contain. However, they will not be subject to the same
residential flat building standards, in terms of design or amenity, as SEPP 65 Design Quality of
Residential Apartment Development and the Apartment Design Guide only applies to buildings that
are at least three storeys.

e The proposed floor space ratio, minimum lot size and width and the deep soil targets are
development standards that are in direct conflict with the existing controls in Ku-ring-gai. They will
result in developments that are incredibly dense with limited deep soil landscaping and on small
lots which impact on the ability to retain significant trees and vegetation, provide dwelling and
neighbour amenity and design appropriate basement parking.

e The standards are incapable of allowing tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai, to be
retained due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable such large trees to be
planted and to grow successfully.

Multi-dwelling Housing (terraces/townhouses)

e 2-3 storey terrace/townhouse style development will have the greatest impact in Ku-ring-gai as it
prioritises at-grade car parking deep within the site. It will result in multiple driveway cross overs
along a short distance within the streetscape. These have an adverse impact on the protection of
existing and diminishing landscape, including trees, both on the street and in the small front
setback areas.

e The proposed FSR does not allow for appropriate setbacks and deep soil areas. This will have a
significant impact on amenity and protection of biodiversity in the area, with little to no
biodiversity and ecological benefit possible on the small amount of deep soil areas proposed on
site.

e The standards are incapable of retaining tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai and
central to the area character due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable
such large trees to be planted and to grow successfully due to the extremely limited deep soil area.
Canopy removal will affect the long standing area character, and also severely impact the ability to
reduce urban heat island effects.

e  Ku-ring-gai Council has developed tried and tested townhouse typologies. These are locally
responsive, able to maintain and increase large canopy trees, and ensure a controlled approach to
heat island impacts and environmental issues arising from dense development. The EIE proposal
will remove Council’s locally responsive provisions, replacing them with the lesser and poor
outcome non-refusal standards.

Mid-rise Residential Flat Buildings and Shop-top Housing
e The proposed building typology and density is incompatible with the local urban character.
o The proposed building height of 21 m and FSR of 3:1 will likely result in a building footprint covering
a very high proportion of the site (70-75%) meaning no front or side setbacks and minimal rear

setbacks.

e The proposed controls represent a mismatch in maximum floor space ratio and maximum building
height and context. The resulting building typology is not suitable for suburban streets and is
inappropriate for suburban infill context.
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Lack of minimum lot size will allow incremental and piece meal development in these streets
resulting in single houses being left adjoining or surrounded by 7 storey + buildings.

Lack of minimum lot width requirements will result in poor development outcomes for site with no
space for landscaping, tree retention, impact on buildings proportions, impact on basement design,
and result in multiple vehicle cross overs in close proximity along a street.

FSR of 3:1 is unlikely to allow for setbacks, communal open space and deep soil requirements to be
achieved. This will have a significant impact on amenity and protection of biodiversity in the area,
with multiple demands limiting the biodiversity and ecological benefits that will be provided by the
small amount of deep soil areas retained on site. Deep soil provisions are significantly less than
required by Council’s DCP.

Lowering the design standards in the ADG to accommodate this flawed mid-rise housing model will
result in a decreased design quality for all new apartments across the State.

Recommendations

Due to the multiple issues and the highly destructive outcomes that would result from the proposal, as
cited in this submission, and the TOD submission, Council is unable to support the proposal.

It is recommended that:

The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP and the Transport Oriented Development SEPP not be
released.

It is requested that

State government provide local Councils with LGA dwelling targets, demographic information and
information on local infrastructure capacity, condition and commitments for augmentation;

State government work in collaboration with local Councils as per the intention of the Housing
Accord, to deliver the required additional housing in line with strategic planning processes under
the EP&A Act;

State government assists with the required strategic planning conducted by local Councils,
including capacity investigations, masterplanning and testing of standards;

the one size fits all blanket provisions be removed and State government work with local Councils
to replace them with locally responsive housing delivery that infills into fine grain established
areas, contributes to a stated desired future character, and that does not place people and
property at risk nor expense as a result of ill-considered development approach and standards;

the non-refusal standards be removed to allow genuine merit assessment and approvals that give
consideration to site attributes and constraints, including those mapped in Local Environmental
Plans, and that can demonstrate a balance of economic, environmental and social outcomes that
ensure the orderly development of land.
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1. THE PROPOSAL

The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (the Department) has exhibited the Explanation of
Intended Effect: Changes to create low- and mid-rise housing (EIE), inviting public comment on the
proposal. At the same time, the Department sent Council their Transport Orientated Development Program
(TOD) outlining their proposal and timing for the mid-rise development around certain train stations.

Together, the EIE and TOD documents set out a series of significant reforms which will allow for the
development of a large quantity of additional low and mid-rise housing throughout NSW and the Six Cities
Region. In short, the EIE seeks to allow:

e ‘low-rise housing’ which is effectively medium density development in the form of:
—  2-3 storey manor houses and multi-dwelling terraces/townhouses on all R2 (Low Density
Residential) land within 800m of Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon, Pymble, Turramurra,
Warrawee, Wahroonga railway stations, and 800m within the St Ives centre; and

—  2-3 storey dual occupancies on all R2 (Low Density Residential) land across Ku-ring-gai.

e ‘mid-rise housing’ which is effectively high density development comprising:
—  4-5 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones within 400 to 800m of a railway station or town
centre precinct.; and

—  6-7 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones and shop-top housing in E1 and MU1 zones
within 400m of a railway station or town centre precinct.

The proposed housing will no longer be determined under local provisions that ensure consideration of the
multiple facets of a site in developing the land, instead it will be determined under two new State
Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP) and include ‘non-refusal standards’ that eliminate the ability for
merit consideration of site and locality features. It will apply a ‘bulldozer’ approach, clearing the land and
any attributes to deliver basic housing.

The proposed SEPPs are:

e Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
—  This will determine low and mid-rise housing (dual occupancies, manor houses, multi-dwelling
terraces and townhouses, residential flat buildings and shop-top housing at certain locations.
e Transport Oriented Development SEPP
—  This will determine mid-rise housing (residential flat buildings and shop-top housing) at certain
locations.

The chosen timing of the exhibition of the EIE for the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP and timing for
feedback for the Transport Orientated Development SEPP to coincide with the Christmas-New Year holiday
period, has provided Council and the community little opportunity for meaningful consultation. Additionally
it is proposed to roll out the TOD SEPP by April 2024 and the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP by Quarter 3
of 2024.

The timing of both the TOD and EIE exhibitions, and the Departments consideration of Council and
community feedback, is extremely rapid. Particularly noting that both of these reforms will have far
reaching and significant impacts on the established strategic planning framework as well as the character of
the wider Sydney region.

Council has prepared two submissions:

1. This EIE submission.
2. Aseparate Council submission to the TOD - included at Attachment E.

Many of the issues raised by Council in the TOD submission are relevant to this submission on the EIE, and
vice-versa. As such, the Department must consider both submissions together to ensure a consistency of
approach, particularly with regard to overlapping issues.

Ku-ring-gai Council 21



2. NEED FOR STRATEGIC AND INTEGRATED APPROACH TO HOUSING PROVISION

e The proposal erodes principles of strategic planning which has guided growth in a way that
maintains character and amenity of high quality cities like Sydney.

o No dwelling targets and demographic analysis for local government areas, including Ku-ring-gai
has been provided to ensure the housing typology being delivered is appropriate to the
projected population growth.

e The planning and delivery of new housing must be undertaken in a strategic and integrated
manner, with an evidence base of demographic projections, housing trends, and analysis of
capacity of areas to accommodate new dwellings, including identifying areas that are unsuitable
for additional housing.

e The release of the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP in June 2024 is premature. Local Councils
must be given the opportunity to prepare well considered masterplanned proposals that are
locally responsive and actually able to deliver the proposed “density done well” (EIE p.12) in “well
located areas” (EIE p.15).

Housing in Ku-ring-gai
Settlement Patterns

Ku-ring-gai was originally populated by the Durramurragal people (AHO 2015) with European settlement
beginning in the early 1800s along the ridgeline transport routes.

Today, Ku-ring-gai has a predominantly suburban residential composition with open parkland, bushland
and waterways, including nationally significant environmental and biodiversity assets and important
European and Aboriginal heritage.

Ku-ring-gai’s topography comprises a main ridgeline, where the eight train stations are located, with lands
falling, often steeply, down towards the numerous creeks and river systems across the LGA.

The area has retained some of the original Blue Gum High Forest and Sydney Turpentine communities that
once covered these lands, now protected under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. The land also
houses many rocky outcrops and overhangs with Aboriginal cultural heritage places and artefacts within
public and private lands.

Housing in the LGA has been developed strategically to continue to accommodate changing populations
whilst respecting the ecological and historical settlement of the land. This is strategically done by placing
high density and medium density dwellings close to the local centre facilities and public transport, and
placing low density single dwellings on the remaining lands where there are multiple site constraints
including challenging topography and large canopy trees. Council utilises a sophisticated Development
Control Plan and various Strategies and Guidelines to balance competing interests on land, and to manage
orderly development outcomes that continues to thread together past and future generations.

Like many parts of Sydney, the local area includes all scales and density of housing that assimilate and
integrate into the land, maintaining a balance between development and land features, ensuring
management of on-site and neighbouring impacts, and limiting down slope impacts such as stormwater
and pollution of catchment areas.
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Ku-ring-gai topography consists of ridge and slope land with main transport and settlement on ridge lines .

National Parks

The extent of Ku-ring-gai’s bushland and biodiversity is unique for an area situated close to 20km from the
Sydney CBD, with leafy green suburbs adjoining three National Parks: Ku-ring-gai Chase to the north,
Garigal to the east and Lane Cove to the west. The area’s unique natural landscape contains 177kms of
waterways and creeks and more than 150 bushland reserves covering 1,150 hectares.

Garigal National Park is known for its intact bush scenery and water views, Lane Cove River winds through a
scenic bushland valley at Lane Cove National Park, Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park is known for its
waterways, sunken river valleys, tree-covered headlands and sheltered coves. The majority of land in Ku-
ring-gai slopes down to these National Park catchments and Council has ensured that development
standards consider down slope impact, and ultimately the health of National Park lands and waterways.

The proposal’s one-size-fits all and non-refusal standards fail to consider the proximity of the LGA to
National Park catchments and the clear downslope impacts of development that must be controlled to
avoid the demise of those areas and their flora and fauna.

Environmental Context

Ku-ring-gai has a rich environmental history and is considered by some to be the birthplace of the
Australian conservation movement. In 1927, the Ku-ring-gai Tree Lovers’ Civic League was established by
Annie Forsyth Wyatt (1885-1961) and remained active for 50 years. Annie was a Gordon resident and a
strong force in the emerging conservation movement at the time, and she eventually formed the National
Trust of New South Wales in 1945. Annie championed the role of the early National Trust as a force to
safeguard and govern the National State parks.

Ku-ring-gai is recognised for its natural areas, established gardens with mature planting, open spaces,
natural bushland, and tree-lined streets which form the foundation of the local character of built form
within garden settings and tall canopy trees.

This environment is a major contributor to the health and wellbeing of the Ku-ring-gai community and
draws a wider community into the area for leisure and employment. The management of built form
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development, its location and potential impacts on the environment, is an important consideration to
ensure the longevity of the area’s ecological assets and the fostering of ongoing sustainable communities.
These factors have not been considered in the proposal.

Ku-ring-gai’s population and projections

The residents of Ku-ring-gai display a demographic profile that differs from the North District and Greater
Sydney, reflecting the unique social role of the LGA.

Ku-ring-gai is home to a predominance of family households with school age children, likely attracted to the
public and private schools in the area. Compared with Greater Sydney, Ku-ring-gai has a high active aged
(65+ year old) and frail aged (85+ year old) population, and a lower proportion of the younger 20-34 year
old workforce age group.

The demographic analysis in Council’s exhibited Housing Strategy demonstrated that the area housing
needs to address the family groups, including large extended families, and also address the growing elderly
population.

The need for additional “well located” and “well-designed” housing

Council acknowledges the need for additional housing in the Six Cities Region, particularly housing diversity
that provides housing choice and accommodates the changing structure of families and households. This is
also reflective of the community’s view as expressed in Our Ku-ring-gai 2038 Community Strategic Plan
which shows a desire for greater housing choice for all age groups while protecting and enhancing the
natural environment, the visual landscape and heritage character of Ku-ring-gai.

The contention with the EIE (and TOD) is that they present a singular focus on housing provision: “We want
to enable more diverse, well-designed, low-rise and mid-rise housing near established town centres and in
areas where there is good public transport”(EIE p.5) with no consideration outside the volume of dwellings
that can be delivered in these locations.

It is well documented that housing provision cannot be considered in isolation without full and proper
assessment and inclusion of physical and social infrastructure. First world countries, like Australia, have
developed strategic planning regimes to ensure the development of their cities minimize generational
impacts, maintain high standards of living, and support sustainable communities. Setting aside the
integrated planning approach of the NSW planning system commences the descent of our cities, our
environments and our communities towards a third world status, where planning regimes are weak,
corrupt and politically driven at the expense of the city as a framework for healthy, productive and cohesive
communities.

The proposal does not provide sufficient detail nor clarity regarding its approach and its standards. For
example, it states “NSW has committed to deliver at least 314,000 homes by 2029, with a stretch goal of
377,000 homes” (EIE p.7). It then states a requirement under the Productivity Commission’s report for “at
least 550,000 new homes in Sydney by 2041 just to keep up with our growing population” (EIE p.10).

However, the Fact Sheet - Diverse and Well-Located Housing Reforms states the “proposed changes are
expected to create capacity for up to 112,000 new homes by 2029. This represents 30% of the homes NSW
needs to build to meet its Housing Accord target” (p.1).

The proposal is ambiguous, stating differing numbers with differing parameters. It does not provide direct,
transparent figures relevant to informing Council and the public on the proposed amount of housing.

Ku-ring-gai Council 24



In particular, it does not provide LGA specific demographics, population numbers and dwelling targets.
Council has repeatedly requested the Department provide this information to assist in comment on the
proposal; however, no information has been forthcoming and there continues to be a lack of transparency
on the formulation of the EIE and TOD and their associated SEPPs, which seek to significantly change and
undermine the planning system with no actual evidenced justification.

Based on the extrapolated Productivity Commission dwelling requirements (550,000 by 2041), 58% of the
overall NSW dwelling delivery will be in Sydney, with Sydney needing 183,330 new homes by 2029.
However there is no indication of how those dwellings are to be distributed across the various LGAs.

EIE - proposed dwellings in Sydney
Total new Dwellings Ku-ring-gai LGA
2029 183,330 no information provided
2041 550,000 no information provided

Dwelling data extrapolated from EIE

The proposal gives no information on the dwelling targets that are being sought across NSW, across Sydney
and importantly, across each LGA within the Sydney region. The proposal also does not provide any
evidence on the population projections and demographic trends for NSW, for the Six Cities and for each
LGA. Rather, it applies a blanket requirement to deliver ‘more’ housing with no regard to population
distribution and profile, and no concept of the need to undertake capacity studies to verify the ‘more
dwelling in the right places’ approach.

The proposal does not include investigation into the capacity of LGAs to accommodate a large quantum of
housing. It is simplistic to assume that all LGAs are able to deliver equal amounts of dwellings, unless the
intention of the EIE is to convert established areas into greenfield sites, clearing all fabric and natural assets
to deliver basic standards of housing.

Despite repeated requests, no dwelling targets have been supplied to LGAs to assist in their strategic
planning of housing and to provide comment to the exhibited proposal in an informed manner.

The planning and delivery of additional housing must be undertaken in a strategic and integrated manner,
with an evidence base of demographic projections, housing trends and analysis of the capacity of areas to
accommodate new dwellings, including acknowledging and identifying areas that are unsuitable for
additional housing.

The EIE states:

“We want to enable more diverse, well-designed, low-rise and mid-rise housing near established town
centres and in areas where there is good public transport”(p.5).

However, the proposed hurried rolling out of the two negative impact SEPPs will destroy large tracts of
Sydney’s established areas through blanket provisions and non-refusal standards that have no underlying
evidence of testing, capacity analysis, infrastructure assessment to suggest they are workable in the
differing land profiles across Sydney’s established areas.

A strategic and integrated approach to housing planning and delivery, typical in first world cities and of the
type that has underpinned quality development and growth in Sydney, will ensure social, economic and
environment equity in all development considerations.

Strategic planning and masterplanning enables provision of new and diverse dwellings in appropriate
locations, while protecting the valued local character, amenity, natural and built heritage, transport and
accessibly and importantly, protecting population from the predicted impacts of climate change which will
see the intensification of risk to dwellings on and near bushfire and flood hazard land.
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“Building more homes where infrastructure costs less”

The EIE states the most efficient and cost-effective way to deliver new housing is to locate it “where
infrastructure such as roads, rail, water, schools and open space” (p.10) are already in place, and relies
on broad statements in the NSW Productivity Commission Report: Building More Homes Where
Infrastructure Costs Less.

Given this approach is the foundation for the proposed changes to the entire planning system, it is vital
that the evidence of infrastructure capacity analysis, assessment of existing infrastructure and costs
related to actual dwelling and population numbers proposed withing LGAs, be transparently provided.

Whilst the NSW Productivity Commission Report provides overarching infrastructure related data, the
Department has provided no evidence on the capacity of existing infrastructure within the LGAs (including
roads, water and wastewater, schools, hospitals and open space) to accommodate the (undisclosed)
population numbers living in the required (undisclosed) number of dwellings.

Neither the EIE nor the NSW Productivity Commission’s report, which it relies on, have properly analysed in
a transparent manner, the full costs associated with the proposed approach to housing delivery. For
example they have failed to provide:

e the economic costs of existing ageing infrastructure, evidence of their actual capacity and status,
and the costs of their augmentation/replacement based on clearly stated population numbers and
dwelling numbers being applied to the LGA,;

e social costs that consider the lack of social infrastructure provision (schools, hospitals, libraries,
community and leisure facilities, parks) to accommodate stated population numbers; the cost of
the loss of social connection to valued assets, such as European and Aboriginal heritage; and the
cost of isolation of mental health and physical well-being due to the complete lack of provision of
liveability standards for the intensified community;

e environmental costs arising from the intensive building footprints that will denude both private
land and streets, substantially reduce ground water infiltration and increase heat island effects
resulting in higher demands on energy and water resources; and, the cost of the gradual shift of the
land towards desert profiles with untenable soil composition unable to sustain flora and fauna
survival.

The recent Parliamentary Inquiry into the planning system and the impacts of climate change on the
environment and communities highlighted the need for planning to consider the impacts of development
on the environment, and how planning can be improved to address the known future patterns of climate
change including deluge rainfalls which will substantially increase stormwater issues, increasing heat
wave conditions and bushfire threat.

The NSW Productivity Commission Report indicates that infrastructure provision costs in Ku-ring-gai will be
in the region of $80,000 per dwelling with the greatest cost being associated with road congestion due to
the increase of vehicles. This information is useful; however it is unclear how the infrastructure cost for
each LGA has been determined and appears very low for this LGA.

The Report states that within Ku-ring-gai:

e upgrading of schools will be conducted where additional capacity is required to accommodate new
students - however no demographic projections are provided to show the expected increase in
children and the corresponding requirement for school upgrades, and whether they are actually
possible in the existing local schools;

Ku-ring-gai Council 26



e thereis a $0 cost for open space provision — it is unclear how this has been determined. The
substantial increase in medium and high density dwellings will require greater provision of open
space for the (undisclosed) population numbers which suggests the cost for their provision through
purchase of land will be high, especially as the proposed standards will further increase the already
expensive land prices;

e water and wastewater infrastructure sit at $15,000-520,000 per dwelling due to high treatment
standards — it is unclear how this figure is determined and what exactly it will cover. Ku-ring-gai is
experiencing increasing issues with sewage overflow and stormwater flooding demonstrating the
growing failure in this ageing infrastructure. It is unclear if the estimations will enable systematic
enlarging and replacement of the pipe networks to accommodate the (undisclosed) numbers of
people;

e train services operate well below capacity and therefore the estimated infrastructure costs are at
$2,000-5$4,000 - however there is no data to verify this statement in relation to the (undisclosed)
numbers of people that will live in the (undisclosed) number of dwellings.

Cost of Servicing New Housing with Infrastructure
140,000
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Cost of infrastructure in Ku-ring-gai - $ per additional dwelling
Service Cost
Road congestion $30,000 - $40,000
Water + wastewater infrastructure $15,000 - $20,000
Primary school infrastructure $8,000 - $12,000
Secondary school infrastructure $2,000 - $4,000
Train overcrowding $2,000 - $4,000

Public open space S0
Data: NSW Productivity Commission
Cost of Servicing New Housing with Infrastructure

No traffic study is included to model the proposed (undisclosed) housing numbers across the total LGA,
and the resulting traffic generation. There is no comprehensive analysis and calculation showing the
resultant congestion, particularly on the Pacific Highway which is highly congested at peak times, nor
how the estimated $30,000-$40,000 cost figure has been determined.

It is also unclear what programme would be put in place to alleviate the congestion, and the
commitment of State Government to spend the collected money within the local area to ensure the
congestion issues are resolved for the additional housing provision.

Ku-ring-gai has already seen the pulling of funds for commuter parking at Lindfield, car park that is
essential for residents driving from outer areas of the LGA to access public transport. With the proposed
increase in fringe dual occupancy housing more than doubling the existing dwelling numbers, more
people will seek to drive and park close to transport nodes. No consideration has been given to these
types of issues.
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Whilst the idea of placing large numbers of dwellings in areas close to existing railway lines is a good one, it
cannot ignore the requirement to do the work and actually examine what the area is capable of, and
whether the so called savings are actually present. Without this groundwork at the local level, the delivery
of new housing will create wider, long-term issues with even greater expense that will overtake the
$75,000 per dwelling stated in the EIE (p.10) that underlies the proposal’s approach to apply a blanket
requirement for dense housing in established areas.

Timing and commencement of the SEPP provisions

Rushed process and lack of transparency
The EIE states

“We must act urgently to address the housing crisis, but we can also carry out targeted planning reforms
now” (EIE p.7)

However, the “targeted planning reforms” are unfounded, unevidenced, highly destructive proposals with a
short-term singular financial focus on housing provision with no consideration of social and environment
costs. No attempt is made to deal with the real reason for lack of housing stock and affordability — that of
tax regimes that promote investment sales that inflate house prices and rents.

Further, the claim underpinning both the EIE and the TOD proposal, regarding efficiencies of infill housing,
is lacking in transparency and is fundamentally flawed with its basis in erroneous assumptions that do not
encompass key data and key considerations:

e assumptions on the condition and amount of local infrastructure, and the lack of actual population
numbers and profiles to inform future infrastructure requirements, and associated calculation of
the costs to upgrade and augment existing infrastructure;

e blanket provisions and non-refusal standards that are not tested, assume all land is a greenfield site
with no attributes to protect, and fails to consider key aspects of infill site development. This will
result in the systematic decimation of the quality established fine grain character of Sydney.

The proposal and process is undemocratic and ignores the State’s planning process under the EP&A Act
founded on collaboration and transparency, and which has been put in place to ensure land use and
development balances social, economic and environmental issues to protect the finite resource of land.

The proposal seeks to unilaterally throw out an established strategic planning system to hurriedly deliver
dwelling numbers regardless of the consequences.

Curiously, the State government has refused to provide key information and factual data on housing
provision (population projections, demographic projections, dwelling targets, land capacity, infrastructure
capacity, testing and modelling of standards) relating to the LGA, only providing sweeping motherhood
statements that prevent responsible and informed assessment.

This suggests that in the speed to switch on the proposal the foundational work has not been done and the
proposals are hollow attempts at quickly delivering large amounts of housing to satisfy some other agenda
that has nothing to do with the delivery of quality homes “well done” (EIE p12)and “in the right
locations” (EIE p.5) for NSW and Sydney populations.

Of concern is the way the two proposals have been delivered to the people of NSW:

e without evidence;
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e without transparency;
e released during the main holiday season during business and personal closures;
e with unrealistic timeframes to consider and fully test the proposed standards;

e with unreasonable and unrealistic April 2024 deadline for Council to deliver an alternate strategy
for mid-rise development in the TOD localities (Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon), given the
Department has not provided any analysis nor capacity investigations to assist Council to meet the
deadline. This affects the ability to respond consistently to the EIE mid-rise housing proposal, which
overlaps with the TOD proposal;

e with premature release of the Transport Oriented Development SEPP in April 2024 which will see
immediate developer applications seeking to deliver the untested and ill-considered standards of
development that will irreversibly erase high quality established urban areas;

e with the irresponsible release of the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP in June 2024 which will see
immediate applications that will systematically and irreversibly wipe-out the ecology and historical
fabric of the LGA, denude the land, place communities at greater risk, and commence the rapid
descent of Sydney and NSW’s contribution to Net-zero targets.

Local Councils must be given the opportunity to prepare well considered, locally responsive masterplanned
proposals for the mid-rise TOD areas, and strategically planned proposals for the low-rise typologies that
actually deliver the proposed “density done well” (EIE p.12) in “well located areas” (EIE p.15).

The rushing and commencement of the two SEPPs will not deliver well-considered integrated outcomes
required in infill areas, and is highly likely to result in increased dispute and challenge on development
applications.

Further, failing to properly analyse the proposed standards and pushing the consideration of issues to the
DA stage when it is clear the standards do not work, and implementing non-refusal standards to force the
development delivery, is exceptionally irresponsible. The standards must be reconsidered and worked in
collaboration with Council to deliver locally responsive outcomes that will support ongoing sustainable
communities.

Pressures on large numbers of residents

A feeding frenzy has already commenced with residents already being approached by multiple developers
seeking to purchase large swathes of land in readiness for the release of the two SEPPs.

Residents are raising concern on the intrusive nature of the developer approach, playing one neighbour off
another, misleading residents on the ‘already agreed’ sale of neighbouring land, coercing agreement for
sales to avoid site isolation.

It appears that the majority of residents are worried about the stability of the area, the loss of the aspects
that moved them to, and kept them in, this area. They are perplexed at the inability of the proposal to
uphold and assimilate into the established values of the area, as is expected of infill housing.

Developers are being encouraged by the Department’s proposal to ignore all consideration of strategic and
site specific merit, fundamental to good planning outcomes, to deliver housing that extends no
consideration for any aspect of site attribute nor constraint through blanket provisions and non-refusal
standards.

Ku-ring-gai Council 29



3. ASSUMPTIONS AND QUESTIONS

e The EIE does not contain sufficient detail to understand and respond changes of this magnitude.

e Where is the evidence on any cost/benefit analysis, or a constraints analysis undertaken by the
Department to demonstrate the value of this proposal?

e Where is the evidence to demonstrate the modelling of the proposed development standards for
all the low and mid-rise housing typologies across the many different topographies across NSW?

e No dwelling targets and demographic analysis for local government areas, including Ku-ring-gai,
has been provided to ensure alignment, at the local level, between population projections,
population profile and the housing typology being delivered. It appears the one-size-fits-all relies
on the assumption that all areas across NSW are exactly the same.

e There is no evidence of any infrastructure capacity assessment, only an assumption that the
existing infrastructure is able to accommodate large multiples of increased population (number
undisclosed) with little to no upgrade and augmentation.

Lack of information and transparency
The reforms do not demonstrate any evidence base for the proposed standards.

The EIE states: “Decisions about any development and the best use of land must be transparent, clear and
fair” (EIE p.13) However, both the EIE and the TOD give no evidence on the investigation, analysis and
sound consideration of the basic pillars of housing delivery. They both lack transparency.

The following information must be transparently provided by the Department to enable proper assessment
of the proposal:

e LGA specific dwelling targets, population projections, projected demographic profiling including
household sizes;

e land capacity investigations on the 400m areas within Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon; and
within the 800m areas, and their relationship to the undisclosed dwelling targets;

e investigation of landform, site features and constraints, and the ability to successfully deliver the
typologies on R2 (Low Density Residential) lands;

e modelling and testing of the proposed standards for all the typologies on LGA sites, application and
viability on infill land, and how they address strategic considerations and site specific
considerations;

e infrastructure capacity analysis to include full considerations, including commuter parking close to
stations for the proposed increased peripheral populations, and program for augmentation and
upgrade of infrastructure.

The lack of information means Council has had to make numerous assumptions on the proposal. This in
itself is problematic and again speaks to the premature push to implement the two SEPPs.

Clearly the same issues will apply across NSW and different Councils will make different assumptions. This
means there will be no consistent response to the EIE as everyone is considering different parameters, or
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misunderstanding the parameters, and consequently failing to understand the cumulative implication of
the proposals, their standards and their pathway.

The proposal gives zero opportunity for Council to work with State government to develop well-considered
masterplanned proposals, with sound strategic planning, that can deliver the (yet unprovided) dwelling
targets in a locally responsive manner that is actually ‘infill development’, including development of a
planned future character for changing areas that can assimilate new development and resolve interface
issues.

Flawed application of a one-size-fits all approach to demographic information

The EIE references the Gratton Institute: The Housing We’d Choose to incorrectly support the premise that
detached housing with large gardens is a housing choice that is not wanted by the community.

“Gratton Institute found Sydney residents ranked ‘whether the house is detached’ as only the 5% most
important variable when selecting a home. Having a big garden was ranked 20th” (EIE p.11).

However, when examining the Gratton Institute’s study, the EIE mispresents the findings and conclusions
of the study relating to the high priority of detached housing attributes. In fact, the study asked 706
people in Melbourne and Sydney to prioritise housing features from a list of 75 variables relating to both
dwelling and locational attributes. Some of the highest priorities were housing features connected to
detached housing, such as:

e ‘Whether the house is detached’ (5/75)
e Having a big garden’ (20/75)

In direct contradiction to the EIE, the Gratton Institute’s study in fact concluded that

“Unsurprisingly, these results suggest that in choosing dwellings, people give priority to the number of
bedrooms, having a detached house with a garage, and ample living space. In short, ‘bigger is better’”
(p.12 Gratton Institute: The Housing We’d Choose).

Figure 3 — Aggregate What Matters Most results”

Thie number af bedrooms

Safaty for people and property
Mear family and friends

The number of living spaces
Whether the house is detached
Mear local shops

Mear a shopping centre

Mear a bus, tram or ferry stop
Has a garage

Little iraffic congestion in the area

0.50 0.60 0.70 080 0.80 1.00
Housa . Safety & Conveniance . Attractiveness
faalures sacurity & accass af environment

Gratton Institute survey results ranking detached housing and large gardens in the top 25% priorities
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The EIE goes on to justify its proposed loss of single detached homes within large established gardens that
balance building footprint with ecological, topographical, Aboriginal and European heritage considerations.
It does this by attesting that the small unit typology will match the projected demographics of households.

“Household sizes are changing in the Six Cities Region. A greater share of households are trending
towards couples without children.” (EIE p.11)

Once again, no data has been provided to verify this trend across the LGAs. It is well known that cities are
not uniform. They are composed of varying area provisions and attractions to populations. The profile of
people drawn to live in the CBD differs from the profile of people drawn to live in areas where there are
good schools, or a prevalence of a certain community etc.

It is simplistic, and again demonstrative of the flawed one-size-fits-all approach, to prioritise and apply a
single trend across all NSW and to every single LGA without verifying the local patterns and demographic
priorities, which often relate to the infrastructure available in the local area. This again highlights the lack of
investigation into local infrastructure, and augmentation of that infrastructure.

The exhibited Ku-ring-gai Housing Strategy included extensive demographic research, profiling and
projections based on the Department’s demographic information released in a consistent manner to all
LGAs. The investigation showed that, whilst the couples without children and lone person households
would grow, in fact, the projected trends directly contrast with the EIE’s assumption of a blanket trend of a
majority of ‘couples without children’.

Further, Council’s comprehensive data showed the dominant household type is households with children.
Whilst there will be growth in ‘lone person’ and ‘couple only’ households, the continuing dominant ‘couple
with children’ household structure is forecast to constitute 45% of all 2036 households in the LGA.

When examining household composition and number of bedrooms in Ku-ring-gai, it can be seen that the
majority of households, including one and two person households (lone person and couple only) live in
homes with generally 3 bedrooms. Only 20% of couple only households reside in one or two bedroom stock
and only 13% of lone person households reside in one or two bedroom stock.

Data from Council’s Housing Needs Analysis that informed the Housing Strategy is presented below:

Grovp [ 108
Mukiple and Other family households - 337
Single parent | <30
Couple withchikren | 56
Lone perscn | :.:9!
Couple only |, : 0o

EL L0000 1500 2000 2300 3000 3500 4000

Figure 2-18 Forecast of Additional Household Types by 2036

Source: Department of Planning, Industry and Environment - NSW Population
Projections Data (2019).
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4. RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLANNING

e The introduction of new State Planning Policies which override local planning controls are of
concern, particularly at a time when broader Regional and District strategic planning required by
the EP&A Act is well progressed. This is severely undermining the existing statutory strategic
planning framework in NSW.

- The timing and delivery method proposed is in complete contradiction to the established
strategic planning framework set out in the EP&A Act.

- The proposal ignores legislated provisions of Local Environmental Plans, over riding local
planning controls and guides that ensure infill development does not destroy existing area
values.

- Planning considerations are disregarded, as is the integration of environmental, economic,
and social considerations pivotal to good land use planning.

- The proposal erodes principles of strategic planning which has guided growth in a way that
maintains the character and amenity of high quality cities like Sydney.

- The proposal undermines the established hierarchy of residential zoning by converting R2
(Low Density Residential) areas into medium density areas, and converting R3 (Medium
Density Residential) areas into high density areas.

e The proposed release of the Low and Mid-rise SEPP is clearly in breach of the government’s
commitment under the National Housing Accord commitment: to ‘working with’ local
government to deliver planning and land-use reforms that will make housing supply more
responsive to demand over time.

e What is being proposed is a top-down approach, imposing planning controls on local government
with no transparency and no collaboration and no meaningful engagement with the
communities that the proposals will impact.

Failure to apply strategic planning

State government has failed to deliver dwelling targets to Ku-ring-gai to update its Housing Strategy to
meet state and federal directions. Instead of collaborating with local Councils to make changes that can
deliver locally responsive solutions, State government has chosen to ignore all planning considerations and
the requirements of infill development (retention of the established high quality aspects and
upgrade/augmentation of infrastructure), instead shifting costs to the future when the ill-considered
development and infrastructure begins to unravel.

Statements such as

“The planning system needs to enable and incentivise more density and diverse housing options in
well located areas.” (p.15)

are hollow as the EIE and TOD proposals apply negligible planning consideration and are clearly anti-
planning.

Division 3.3 of the EP&A Act sets out the legislative framework for strategic planning in NSW. This
framework provides a clear line of sight from the regional level to planning and delivery at the local level.
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The EIE acknowledges this: “In NSW, regional and district plans created at the state level set the overarching
vision for our region and its unique districts. Council creates local strategic planning statements, local
environmental plans, and development control plans, which apply the strategic vision at the local level”
(p.13) but then completely ignores it in the proposal.

The EIE proposal bypasses the planning processes, ignores State government Regional Plans and District
Plans, and local planning instruments which it has implemented for decades. The proposal is being driven
by the objective to increase housing delivery, rather than the fully integrated economic, social, and
environmental vision and objectives contained in the regional, district and local strategic land use plans.

Further, the proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP is being rolled out at a time when the review of
existing strategic plans is imminent. This severely undermine the existing statutory strategic planning
framework in NSW.

The EIE states that “these proposals are the first step towards addressing the crisis. Our longer-term aim is
to enable better planning that is led locally” (p.5). However, what the EIE fails to recognise is that by the
time State government provides Council the fundamental demographic information, population projection
and dwelling targets to commence an integrated planning process to undertake “better planning that is
locally led” (p.5), it will be too late as the proposed reforms will have already delivered poor housing with
far-reaching and irreversible impacts. Once housing is built, it lasts for an estimated minimum 75-100 years,
and can be costly or impossible to modify.

Further, no evidence has been included to justify the proposal, its pathway, its standards and its
consideration of infrastructure.

Site attributes and constraints

The proposal fails to consider the implications of the below key land attributes and constraints across Ku-
ring-gai. In the current regime, these are considered and accommodated through the strategic planning
process which assesses the capacity of areas to accommodate additional and diverse dwellings, including
identifying appropriate locations .

Many sites across the LGA have constraints and attributes including one or more of the following:

e Dbiodiversity

e riparian

e bushfire

e steep land

e land use zone
e strata title

e heritage

Land across Ku-ring-gai is not uniform, flat and able to deliver the same (blanket) outcomes. The nature of
land requires careful master planning in this initial stage to accommodate density properly, and merit
assessment at development application stages to ensure site specific considerations inform the
development outcome.

The proposal to apply a one-size fits all and non-refusal standards shows a failure in understanding the local
terrain, challenges and implications on ecology, environment and connectivity across the LGA.
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Bushfire Hazard

Key Issues:

Surrounded by 3 National
Parks.

100km of residential land
interfacing with areas of
bushfire hazard.

Increasing population
exacerbates risks.

Climate change will result in
frequency and
intensification of heat and
fire events.

SEPP Senior Exclusion Zone
restricts development in
areas with evacuation risks.

Heritage

Key Issues:

Over 990 heritage items,
with 24 State listed heritage
items, will be impacted.
13.6% of residential areas in
Ku-ring-gai are included
within Heritage.
Conservation Areas (HCA).
Over 650 known sites
around Ku-ring-gai with
Aboriginal Heritage
significance, and many
unrecorded and secret
places.

2

M Bushfire Prone Land
[]  Bushfire Buffer Land
B SEPP — Senior Exclusion Zone
-
‘\
\ °
N
\\
s \S
L]
A\
Sa

Heritage Conservation Area and Heritage ltems

Ku-ring-gai Council

36



Biodiversity

Key Issues:

Significant urban forest and
bushland, significant tree
canopy within bushland and
urban areas.

Nationally significant
ecological communities of
remnant Blue Gum High
Forest and Sydney
Turpentine Ironbark Forest,
protected under the
Biodiversity Conservation Act
2016.

Over 800 recorded native
plant species and more than
400 species of native
animals.

Riparian Lands

Key Issues:

Creeks, aquatic habitats and
associated riparian
environments support water
quality, maintain habitat,
connectivity and biodiversity
and contribute to the
amenity and character of the
local area.

Mapped within the LEP to
guide land management and
development.

i Riparian Land
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Flooding Risk

Key Issues:

220km of creeks with three
catchments and twenty
eight sub catchments.
Increased population and
intensification of
development has placed
pressure on these water
ways and the flood prone
land.

Mapping has only been
completed for some parts of
the LGA, assessment of
remaining areas is to be
conducted.

Management includes
controls for On Site
Detention (OSD) to manage
flash flooding and improve
connectivity to drainage
systems.

. Flood prone lands
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5. INCONSISTENCY WITH STATE, FEDERAL AND GLOBAL DIRECTIONS

e No consideration regarding the fundamental fact that this proposal will result in an output that is
in direct opposition to key State, Federal and Global policy and directions delivered by:
- Greater Sydney Commission (Former)
- Urban Green Cover Guidelines - Minimising Local Temperature Impacts in Cities and Towns
- Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)
- Government Architect, NSW
- United Nations

e Noregard is given to the recent Parliamentary Inquiry which acknowledges the serious issue of
climate change, and the role the planning system must play in delivering development outcomes
that reduce impacts and address climate change.

e No consideration of the environmental, economic and social impacts, subject of multiple
policies, and no evidence to indicate how these impacts will be managed in the short, medium
and long term across the Six Cities Region and NSW.

e The proposal enables development outcomes with no ability for meaningful deep soil provision
on a site, nor planting and continued health of canopy trees to maintain soil structure, sub-
surface water movements, reduction of heat island effects. These elements are key to delivering
net zero targets and ensuring sustainable and integrated communities of people, flora and fauna.
Landscape values are exceptionally important where there is high likelihood of Aboriginal
heritage closely related to the land.

e The proposal does not give consideration to the serious issue of climate change. It places
increased population on and near hazard sites, and increases population with no parallel
consideration of supporting infrastructure . It increases issues of heat island effects and seeks to
significantly eradicate flora and fauna including large canopy trees. It presents all the issues that
the recent Parliamentary Inquiry has identified as requiring serious attention.

The EIE does not include any considerations regarding the fundamental fact that this proposal will result in
an output that is in direct opposition to key State and Federal policy and direction.

There is a lack of discussion and evidence put forward to show consideration of the environmental,
economic and social impacts stipulated in those policies No evidence has been included in the exhibition to
indicate how these impacts will be managed in the short, medium and long term across the Six Cities
Region and NSW, and who will bear the costs for the rectification and management of the problems that
will result from these developments.

Specifically, the proposal has not given any consideration and is inconsistent with key State and Federal
policies and directions. The proposal applies a singular focus on delivering a large quantum of housing with
absolutely no regard for any other issues.

Climate change

The impacts of climate change on communities and society is also unfolding with an increased burden on
people living in unpredictable fluctuating weather patterns in denuded living environments resulting from
the cumulative impacts of poorly considered development. These environments will be unlikely to support
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outdoor active and healthy lifestyles during high heat or deluge rainfall events, particularly for vulnerable
people. Conversely, indoor environments are likely to have a greater reliance, with associated expense, on
artificial heating and cooling due to the ‘desk-top’ cookie cutter approach encouraged by the SEPPs.

The burden on the economy is also of concern where there is failure to consider climate change, with the
impacts resulting in increased costs of heating, cooling, remediation and disaster relief.

Due diligence must be applied to align the proposed outcomes with the increasing body of evidence on
climate change and the impacts of the built environment. The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
will enable development of low and mid-rise dwellings with no ability for meaningful deep soil provision on
a site, nor planting and continued health of canopy trees to maintain soil structure, sub-surface water
movements, reduction of heat island effects. Mandatory requirements for building elements that promote
sustainable practices, and landscape provisions to cater for large canopy trees to prevent the cumulative
denudation of the land and its gradual conversion into desert profiles is imperative to prevent the ongoing
impacts that poor planning and development standards are having on climate change.

Heat Island effects

In addressing Ku-ring-gai’s growth, it is important to address the predicted increase in heat production as
urban development continues to contribute to higher local microclimate air temperatures. The Urban Heat
Island effect is made worse by reduced canopy and green space, increased hard surfaces that absorb heat,
and activities such as traffic, industry and electricity usage that generate additional heat.

In general, heat effects are higher in built up areas where there are larger population counts. This means
that within the LGA, populations who are more sensitive, less adaptive and more exposed to the adverse
effects of heat, such as the elderly, the very young and those with existing health conditions (all key
demographic groups in the LGA) will have to be considered to ensure liveable neighbourhoods.

Parliamentary Inquiry into the planning system and climate change

The Inquiry is looking into the planning system and the impacts of climate change on the environment and
communities. It seeks to report on how the planning system can best ensure that people and the natural
and built environment are protected from climate change impacts and changing landscapes.

The Parliamentary Inquiry seeks to consider:
e development in flood and fire prone areas or areas that have become more exposed to natural

disasters as a result of climate change,

e development in areas that are threatened ecological communities or habitat for threatened
species,

e the adequacy of planning powers and planning bodies, particularly for local councils, to review,
amend or revoke development approvals, and consider the costs, that are identified as placing
people or the environment at risk as a consequence of:

e  the cumulative impacts of development,
e climate change and natural disasters,
e  biodiversity loss, and

e rapidly changing social, economic and environmental circumstances
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e short, medium and long term planning reforms that may be necessary to ensure that communities
are able to mitigate and adapt to conditions caused by changing environmental and climatic
conditions, as well as the community's expectation and need for homes, schools, hospitals and
infrastructure

e alternative regulatory options to increase residential dwelling capacity where anticipated growth
areas are no longer deemed suitable, or where existing capacity has been diminished due to the
effects of climate change.

Every single point cited in the Parliamentary Inquiry as requiring address through the planning system
has been ignored in the EIE and TOD proposals.

Conflict with State Government directions

There has been no consideration of the consequences of removing swathes of established fine grain urban
and landscape fabric with associated social and environmental value and character, particularly as the
proposed non-refusal development standards bear little relation to the local planning standards that have,
and continue to, deliver high quality urban outcomes within fine grain established areas.

The prevention of the type of development with cumulative and irreversible impacts is repeatedly
addressed at all levels of government as presented below. Both the EIE and TOD completely ignore the
directions that come from expert sources.

Former Greater Sydney Commission (GSC)
The EIE is not aligned with the current GSC key documents for future planning in Sydney.

For example A Plan for Growing Sydney states goals and directions which rely on good urban design and
planning to “make the city’s built environment sustainable and energy efficient while also protecting the
environment”. It refers to principles of environmental sustainability and the importance of strategic and
considered planning “promoting environmental resilience as housing and economic development occurs
(and which) will have greater benefits than site-by-site decision making”.

It makes reference and commitment to the Green Cover Demonstration Design Project 18 stating that the
Government will “deliver Green Cover Design Principles to inform how to incorporate vegetated, permeable
and reflective surfaces into urban settings, to address thermal loading in the built environment and provide
co-benefits such as reduced energy costs for cooling, stormwater management, cleaner air and biodiversity
habitat”; and

It refers to social sustainability and how “through urban layout, we can improve air quality in residential
areas to improve our health and wellbeing...These actions will encourage best practice urban design to
manage or mitigate the impacts of increased urban temperatures and will reduce the impact of Sydney’s
growth and increasing density on the quality of our natural environment and on our neighbourhoods and
communities.” The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP makes no attempt to consider these issues,
and the resulting development will ignore these considerations.

The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP will result in poorly resolved development that will
undermine the principles of the North District Plan which Ku-ring-gai and northern Councils are required to
assimilate, and will not “enhance the great places in the North District (which) require protecting and,
where possible, enhancing these highly valued liveability characteristics, and managing growth to create
healthy, well-designed, safe and inclusive places that encourage economic and social activity, vibrancy and
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community spirit” as stated in the Draft North District Plan. This is particularly the case for high quality
established fine grain areas such as Ku-ring-gai and much of the North District.

The North District Plan instructs local Councils: “when making strategic plans, relevant planning authorities
should consider how tree canopy cover in land release and established urban areas can be protected and
increased, with a focus on providing shade to streets.” The EIE make no consideration of this and will
undermine this principle within areas such as Ku-ring-gai where this principle is already established and
delivered through the integrated planning documents.

Rod Simpson (Environment Commissioner GSC) commented: “The biggest threat to ecological systems both
locally and globally is climate change and we will be working very closely with state and commonwealth
agencies and councils to work out the most effective ways of helping to achieve a zero carbon city by 2050,
as well as being more energy and water efficient”. Ku-ring-gai Council has integrated numerous green
principles in its DCPs to ensure delivery of all built outcomes lower the impacts on climate change.

Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)

The EIE is not aligned with important direction from OEH regarding management of development with
regards to climate change.

According to OEH 2016 Impacts of Climate Change — East Coast Lows, rainfall extremes and average rainfall
is likely to increase but become more variable. Compounding the effect of this transition is the occurrence
of east coast low (ECL) events which can happen up to ten times per year and bring heavy rain and strong
winds. OEH reports that climate change is likely to already be affecting the intensity, frequency and
duration of these ECL events. As a result many NSW Councils are already looking to upgrade stormwater
drainage systems to cope with increase in flow volume and intensity.

The Ku-ring-gai DCP seeks deep soil allocations and the planting of vegetation including large canopy trees
to all housing typologies. This requirement has many reasons, one of which is the importance of permeable
areas to absorb increasing runoff, and the establishment of deep and wide root systems to hold soils in
place and prevent downslope erosion with runoff. If not managed, the erosion will not only denude the
ridges and slopes, but create knock on effects of sediment and pollutants in downslope riparian areas.

Ku-ring-gai, like many other areas has an aging population. As people age, they become more vulnerable to
heat stress. Heat waves are recognised by the NSW Department of Health and the Red Cross as a major risk
associated with climate change. According to OEH 2016 Impacts of Climate Change — Heat, land use
modifications, especially those that reduce the area of shade from the destruction of the tree canopy,
increase hard surfaces, and reduce air flow across the region. These combine to increase not only daytime
temperatures but more importantly night time temperatures. This contributes to the increase in heat
exposure and greater reliance on mechanical ventilation during night hours and associated energy
consumptions and increase demand on the energy supply network.

According to UNSW Built Environment Multi-Scale Research Urban Climate Sustainable Development
2016, as the urban footprint increases in density the risk of creating urban heat islands rises accordingly.
Transitioning to greater densities requires particular planning skills to ensure the risk of creating heat
islands across an area is minimised. Ignoring this requirement once again creates a scenario of a
significant increase in foreseeable risk of hospital admissions and deaths related to extreme heat events.
(Deaths that are preventable.)

OEH (2016) notes that heat waves kill more people than any other type of natural disaster. Considered
strategic planning of medium to high density development is vital in ensuring both the social and
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environmental sustainability of the communities that are being housed within new development.
Considered strategic planning also avoids the need of remedial ‘fix it’ works having to be conducted to deal
with poor initial development.

The one size fits all proposal in the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP cannot deliver considered strategic
planning across the numerous different terrains across Sydney and NSW and can only result in poor
environmental, social and economic impacts due to its limited cross consultation and integration.

In terms of economic sustainability, the urban forest plays a role in defining Ku-ring-gai and enhances the
area’s aesthetics and consequently its property values. Studies have estimated that properties in tree-lined
streets are valued around 30% higher than those in streets without trees (Sander H., Polansky S., Haight
R.G., 2010.

‘The value of urban tree cover: a hedonic property price model in Ramsey and Dakota, Minnesota, USA.
Ecological Economics 69(8), 1646-4656) Significant canopy coverage provided by our urban forests improve
the lifespan of some assets (for example asphalt), by shading them from harmful rays — potentially by 30%.
(‘Urban Forest Impacts on Carbon, Water and Urban Heat Islands’, G McPherson, Centre for Urban Forest
Research, USDA Forest Service, 2009).These type of preventative measures have not been considered in
the proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP.

The OEH Urban Green Cover Guidelines - Minimising Local Temperature Impacts in Cities and Towns
stipulates

“integrating vegetation, green spaces and permeable surfaces into our cities and towns (so that)
communities can adapt urban environments to minimise local temperatures, now and into the future.
Increasing urban green cover provides effective and relatively low cost resilience to heat impacts while
improving community amenity and providing multiple benefits”.

The proposed EIE and TOD standards and pathway does not enable depth of consideration of a site
development to address any of these considerations, nor their delivery in the final outcomes.

Government Architects, NSW

The NSW policy Better Placed — A Design Led Approach: Developing Architecture and Design Policy for New
South Wales, is a key strategic document which refers to the importance of place-making, people, context
and the elevation of high quality design.

The document describes fundamental design considerations and a process very similar to the approach Ku-
ring-gai is advocating for dealing with additional housing- probity (independent review), architects as key to
delivering good outcomes, local context and character, local strategic planning in consultation with local
communities, and valuing the ‘green grid.” It primarily stipulates the link between good design and sound
long-term economic outcomes as design excellence is related to economically positive outcomes.

This policy “sets out the New South Wales Government’s position on design in the urban environment, with
a focus on cities, towns, streets, open space, public spaces, infrastructure, buildings and public domain...
Great design in the built environment is informed by and derived from its location, context and social
setting. It is place-based and is relevant to and resonant with local character, heritage and communal
aspirations” and “design excellence generates ongoing value and reduces costs over time. It is an essential
component of achieving durable, resilient and cost effective urban buildings and places. As the arena for
daily life, the built environment can dramatically improve value creation if effectively designed.”

The policy outlines the significant environmental, social and economic effects of poor design, stating that

“... ‘poor design’ or even ‘business as usual’, is likely to have significant adverse environmental, social and
even economic effects” and emphasises that “sustainability is no longer an optional extra, but a
fundamental aspect of functional, liveable design.”
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The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP cannot deliver on this policy and in fact will operate in
opposition to it due to the far reaching cumulative impacts that will result from the lack of integrated and
robust consideration of development.

United Nations

The proposal is inconsistent with the United Nations, General Assembly Draft outcome document United
Nations Conference on Housing and Sustainable Urban Development (Habitat Ill) - New Urban Agenda,
particularly with regards to loss of vegetation across NSW that will contribute to land surface
temperature increases and the urban heat sink effect which impacts on the amenity and liveability of
housing and their environments.

“Given cities’ demographic trends and their central role in the global economy, in the mitigation and
adaptation efforts related to climate change, in the use of resources and ecosystems, the way they are
planned, financed, developed, built, governed and managed has a direct impact on sustainability and
resilience well beyond urban boundaries.”
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6. INFILL VS GREENFIELD ARGUMENT

e Whilst it is appropriate to deliver additional housing in infill areas, the delivery must be based on
controls that are locally responsive with merit assessment to address infill complexities, and be
able to provide infill housing that continues to enhance the values of established high quality
areas, including delivering a future character for areas of transition.

e The proposal applies a greenfield approach to infill areas, an approach that rewrites
development standards with negligible consideration of land location, attributes, constraints or
any aspect of the established area.

e Infill development is not about the systematic wiping out of high quality established areas that
have been built over decades.

e Even where areas are run-down and ripe for renewal, or where substantial increase in standards
are required, strategic planning and master planning is conducted to determine a desired future
character that holds to the core values of the area, including appropriate interface
considerations. Infill planning then applies considered and tested standards to deliver the
desired future character. None of this work is included in the EIE proposal to ensure new housing
will be delivered as “infill”.

e The justification for the proposal is that the apparent cost saving in utilising existing
infrastructure to service new housing; however, there has been zero investigation into the
existing capacity of the targeted area infrastructure, nor assessment and financial commitment
to upgrade and augment ageing infrastructure, including sewerage and stormwater collections
which are problematic with overflow issues.

Infill development is development that applies a considered approach to the infill site, applying standards
that respect the existing and established values of the area, including adjustment to preserve neighbouring
site amenity and streetscapes.

Infill development is not about the systematic wiping out of high quality established areas that have been
built over decades and hold high value.

The method of untested, one-size fits all standards that are ‘non-refusal’ gives open slather to developers
to deliver minimal standard housing. There is no framework to deliver development in a manner that can
enhance area character with consideration of neighbourhoods.

The proposal has not included any evidence of work conducted to identify a future desired character that
can assimilate into the locations it will affect, nor has it any consideration of interface impacts and how
those can be ameliorated, nor has it given Council the opportunity to conduct this work in accordance with
long standing strategic pathways.

In the absence of the desired future character, the proposed infill development, via non-refusal standards
that eliminate any merit consideration, will result in an ad-hoc, developer driven (usually lowest common
denominator and profit driven) outcome that will fail to deliver any homogenous values that speak to the
social, economic and environmental sustainability of the area and the communities that are housed.

Infill development is development on land within an existing urban area. Development needs to take into
consideration and be designed so that it is sympathetic to the existing fine grain urban character, site
attributes and constraints.

Greenfield development is generally seen on land release areas usually on the outskirts of an existing
urban area. These areas are usually relatively flat, sparsely built-upon or rural fields with few features.
The bulldoze and build approach adopted in this proposal can be accommodated on greenfield sites as
the impacts on existing historical fabric is much less.
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This approach may also be acceptable within established areas where there are large single lots that are
ready for demolition and redevelopment. For example, large industrial lots at the end of their use, such
as those in Meadowbank where developments with the proposed standards have been applied to
cleared sites and delivered highly dense housing. This same approach cannot be applied to small lot fine
grain established and high quality localities across Sydney.

This proposal is essentially treating infill areas as if they were greenfield sites, and treating fine grain infill
sites as if they are large lot infill sites with nothing of value nor quality.

The EIE claims:

“By supplying new housing in existing urban areas (known as ‘infill development’), we can do density
well by making sure new housing is built in locations that are well serviced by infrastructure and have
capacity for growth.

This will:

e Allow new infrastructure to be funded in a more cost-effective way

* Re-purpose and upgrade existing infrastructure

e Create efficiencies in providing infrastructure for growing communities

e Minimise road congestion

e Improve access to green spaces

e Use our existing public transport networks

e Lower costs for water, schools and hospitals

* Protect important habitat and biodiversity from encroaching urban fringe”

“The most transparent and efficient way to build Sydney’s housing from now on is to build homes
where infrastructure such as roads, rail, water, schools and open space costs less”

“The proposed reforms are designed to deliver new housing supply in established areas that have
capacity to accommodate growth in a way that capitalises on current and future investment in public
infrastructure”

(EIE p.10-11)
These statement are misleading, inaccurate and disingenuous.

The proposal has not considered ageing infrastructure in infill areas, it only relates to the costs saving in
greenfield areas. There is no evidence on

e what the “Re-purpose and upgrade existing infrastructure” and “efficiencies in providing
infrastructure for growing communities” relates to, nor what commitment and funding will be
rolled out to meet the undisclosed upgrades;

e what the quantum of road congestion will be and how it can be resolved. How will the gridlock
congestion of the Pacific Highway be minimised with the (undisclosed) significant number of
dwellings? No traffic studies relating to the 4 TOD centres at Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon
have been provided to demonstrate the proposal is workable;

e what the statement “Protect important habitat and biodiversity from encroaching urban fringe”
relates to as the low rise proposal will decimate the entire LGA allowing the removal of key
vegetation including large canopy trees, increase downslope catchment impacts and pollution with
a lack of stormwater consideration, denuding land through high built upon areas removing
landscaped areas, considerable reduction in standards for deep soil and planting. This statement
indicates a lack of knowledge on the relationship of topography, slope, catchment, downland
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impacts from development, canopy cover, paths of travel of fauna across the LGA to avoid local
extinction in bushfire and hazard events.

e what the condition and capacity of local infrastructure is, and what will be the costs of updating
and augmenting it to accommodate the undisclosed number of population increase in the LGA.
Without this information, how can “cost savings” be determined.

The proposal is based on the infrastructure argument however the argument is false and unfounded.
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7. NON REFUSAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND MERIT-BASED ASSESSMENT

e The inclusion of the ‘non-refusal standards’ are in direct conflict with the local standards as
specified in the KLEP 2015 and its associated DCP and other Guidelines.

e The ‘non-refusal standards’ precludes any merit assessment on any of the sites, resulting in the
conflict between the standards under the KLEP 2015 and the EP&A Act.

e Non-refusal standards severely restrict Councils ability to refuse inappropriate developments
that destroy the natural and built environment. While the EIE purports to continue to allow
‘merit assessments’, the reality will be that where any local (LEP & DCP) controls relating to
heritage, biodiversity and local character preclude or constrain realisation of the non-refusal
standards then the local controls will be of no effect.

Y7}

Both the TOD and the EIE include “non-refusal standards” to accommodate State government’s “one size
fits all” approach on all sites. This approach effectively strips land of any site attributes to allow the
development to progress regardless. It is a means to over-ride any merit assessment mechanism where a
fair and balanced assessment of development can progress in line with existing legislated requirements.

Non refusal development standards severely restrict Councils ability to modify or refuse inappropriate
development.

The proposed set of uniform blanket pre-eminent controls for these areas, contain no apparent recognition
of local character and no provision for local character to be preserved with no recognition that different
LGAs with different local characters and physical attributes.

While the proposal will continue to allow “merit assessments”, this will not include any local DCP or LEP
control that is inconsistent with the Government’s mandated non refusal standards. It is considered that
most controls in our LEP and DCP that are designed to protect local character, amenity, HCAs and special
environmental areas, will to some extent reduce or preclude realisation of the new height and FSR non
refusal standards and will therefore not apply as they would be inconsistent with the new controls. This will
mean that the scope of merits assessment will be greatly reduced.

The EIE does not appear to be founded on any evidence base that considers fundamental issues central to
the planning and delivery of housing. The EIE’s “one-size-fits-all” and “non-refusal standards” centre only
on the housing typology and the delivery of mass housing. There is no foundational material to show how
this proposal will deliver the purported “households (with) more choice and promote vibrant, sustainable
and liveable communities” (EIE pg. 5).

Whilst the EIE makes statements such as “in the right place” (EIE p.5), “density done-well” (EIE p12),
“promote vibrant, sustainable and liveable communities” (EIE p.5), and “create the climate-resilient
vibrant communities we want to live in” (EIE p.7), the proposed approach will in fact erode and convert
established high quality areas into pseudo greenfield areas where land is stripped off natural attributes
and historical fine-grain built form, and replaced with cookie-cutter type development with no respect to
the site nor the locality.

Additionally the proposal’s resulting built form will have no ability for meaningful deep soil provision on a
site, nor planting and continued health of canopy trees to maintain soil structure, sub-surface water
movements, or reduction of heat island effects — which is in complete contradiction to what the EIE states
it will be delivering.
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Ku-ring-gai is already seeing the impact of ill-considered residential development under complying
development where the historical character is being systematically eroded and stormwater and sewerage
are poorly delivered resulting in high costs to rectify them. Will State government pay the expected high
future rectification costs expected from this ill-considered proposal?

There is a good case for increasing housing provision around town centres, but it does not give licence to
eradicate all the attributes of the local areas, attributes that have taken multiples of decades to create.
Infill housing is required to conserve and enhance intact and historical built form and environmental
fabric. The method and standards proposed through the EIE and TOD proposals will decimate high
quality existing urban fabric that infill development is supposed to protect.

While the Low and Mid-rise SEPP purports to continue to allow “merit assessments” where any local (LEP &
DCP) controls preclude or constrain realisation of the 3:1 FSR and/or the 21m height non refusal standards
then they would be of no effect.

Most controls in the Ku-ring-gai LEP and DCP that are designed to protect local character, amenity,
Heritage, biodiversity and other special environmental areas, will reduce or preclude realisation of the new
height and FSR non refusal standards.

Any claim that there will continue to be opportunity for genuine merit assessment, taking into account
those heritage, biodiversity and heritage matters that the residents of Ku-ring-gai have long said are
important to them, is disingenuous at best.

The non-refusal standards such as the increased floor space ratio’s and reduced minimum lot sizes will
almost certainly be interpreted as being intended to take precedence over LEP and DCP controls relating to
the retention of trees or heritage values.

The reforms comprise blanket provisions and non-refusal standards. The documents provide high level
reasons for the reforms but fail to provide any evidence to demonstrate the proposal is sound. There are
no dwelling targets for any LGAs, no demographic analysis, no strategic planning, no masterplanning, no
testing of standards, no land capability investigation and no infrastructure capacity assessment nor
commitment for any upgrades.

The EIE “one-size fits all” approach and the associated “non-refusal standards” completely ignore the land
of the Ku-ring-gai LGA. Land is a finite and irreplaceable resource. It is the primary resource that strategic
planning seeks to protect through considered development placement and integration with land features.
Ill-considered development cannot enhance this resource, ill-considered development can only irretrievably
destroy land composition.

Ku-ring-gai sits on a ridge along which the main transport routes are located. The suburbs are fitted into the
land sloping down from the ridges and spreading out along secondary ridgelines that extend towards
surrounding National park land.

The Ku-ring-gai is a highly constrained LGA. Whilst it contains 8 railway stations along the Northern Line, its
ridge and valley topography has resulted in dense housing being located along ridge lines with lower
density spreading across sloping land. In

The location of housing and its associated footprint cannot ignore the landform. A housing strategy is
required that investigated the “right housing at the right locations”. A desk-top broad brush approach has
no way of understanding how the constraints will influence the housing provision, which further underlines
the inappropriate “one-size fits all” with its “non-refusal standards” which rule out any ability for legitimate
site by site merit assessment.
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This approach pushes actual consideration of housing delivery to the Development Assessment stage
where the non-refusal standards will over-ride any merit assessment process that factors in site constraints
and attributes.

Many of the local constraints, landform and character are recognised in Environmental Planning
Instruments, and are therefore legislated planning considerations which are required to be examined to
ensure the orderly and economic development including:

e Bushfire Prone Land — Rural Fires Act 1997

e Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016

e Bushfire Evacuation Risk Area — SEPP Housing 2021

e Biodiversity — Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015

e Riparian — Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015

e Heritage — Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015

Legal advice

Council has sought legal advice regarding the interaction of the proposed TOD SEPP and Low and Mid-Rise
Housing SEPP with Council’s existing development controls, and the claim that a relevant environmental
controls will apply to the extent they are not inconsistent with the new standards, and that a merit based
assessment will still be able to be carried out.

The legal advice outlines that development applications for housing which will be permitted under the two
proposed SEPP's will still be assessed by Council through a merit assessment in accordance with s.4.15 of
the EP&A Act. The assessment needs to take into consideration (amongst other matters):

o 4.15(b) - the likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts on both the
natural and built environments, and social and economic impacts in the locality.

e 4.15(c) - the suitability of the site for the development

The legal advice notes that there are two significant changes with regards to the non-refusal development
standards and merit assessment:

1. Thereis a clear intention that any clauses within the LEP that are more restrictive than the new SEPP
controls will be automatically and wholly disapplied.

2. Inthe merit assessment, which is required to consider multiple factors, significant weight will be
added in favour of approval, due to the fact that the land has been recognized by the SEPP as
suitable.

This means that the merit assessment will be required to assess against a background assumption
that the land on which the development is proposed is permitted and encouraged by the SEPP.

The legal advice confirms the over-riding nature of the SEPP non-refusal standards and the inability of
any local planning instruments to seek locally responsive solutions that ameliorate on site, neighbouring
and cumulative development impacts.
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Impact of non-refusal standards on environmental aspects

The EIE states on pages 27-28, that non refusal standards are being set for mid-rise housing and that “All
other applicable planning controls in Local Environmental Plans and Development Control Plans such as
heritage and environmental considerations will continue to apply to the extent they are not inconsistent
with these new provisions”.

Similarly p30-32 notes non-refusal standards are being developed for multi-dwelling housing and manor
houses, and page 33-34 notes the same for dual occupancies, with local controls continuing to apply as long
as they are “not inconsistent with the new provisions”.

These statements could be interpreted to indicate that environmental or local controls which are
inconsistent with the increased density are not to form part of a merits-based assessment or form the basis
of a refusal. However it is essential that any future development should not be permitted to override other
local constraints and protections.

No-net-loss of biodiversity needs to be retained as an objective. This will not prevent increased density but
will require high quality design which considers site constraints and local environmental values.

Within Ku-ring-gai, only around 24% of the land that falls within the400-800m buffer area is identified on
Council’s Greenweb map, which helps to protect Endangered Ecological Community remnants, riparian
land, corridors and significant vegetation. Similarly only around 20% of the R2 zoned land area is identified
on Council’s Greenweb map. As such, excluding this higher biodiversity land will only have minimal impact
on providing additional housing, but will provide recognition and protection for the high biodiversity values
within the areas covered.

Based on the currently proposed 3:1 or 2:1 FSR and relying on the proposed mid-rise controls currently in
the Apartment Design Guide (ADG), "good design” and “excellent amenity and liveability” outcomes for
residents and local neighbourhoods are unlikely to be met.

For example, the minimum deep soil area in the Apartment Design Guide (ADG) is 7% of the site area, in
comparison to Ku-ring-gai’s minimum of 40% for sites up to 1500m? (50% for sites greater than 1500m?).
Ku-ring-gai’s deep soil and planting requirements have been shown to get excellent outcomes on
Residential Flat Building sites, allowing the retention of existing vegetation, waterways and riparian land
whilst providing for the establishment of tall canopy on sites that provide enhanced liveability and amenity
to residents over time.

Milra St, Lindfield — Riparian Land and Cahop)} retained on left.
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Further limitations with application of the ADG in Ku-ring-gai are evident where smaller sites are only
required to plant small trees — due to the fact that a smaller minimum deep soil area is provided. This is a
clear example of why deep soil areas need to be increased to; promote retention of existing vegetation and
allow for the potential increase in canopy in an area of increased density. If the proposed SEPP controls are
to apply to the proposed mid-rise housing areas,6-7 story developments will tower over the small trees,
limiting their growth and ability to contribute to local amenity, urban heat reduction and biodiversity.

Even in areas where large trees can be established, their growth will be restricted by the building height
and canopy will not have the potential to extend above roof lines. The high FSR proposed for these sites will
likely result in a canopy area roughly limited to the deep soil area. A maximum canopy coverage up to 20%
across these precincts is a significant reduction from the current maximum of 30%. This will have
devastating biodiversity, liveability and amenity impacts which are serious and irreversible.

Ku-ring-gai’s current apartment building developments, that address biodiversity, riparian and deep soil
requirements provide a clear demonstration that density can be increased without having to override
environment and biodiversity controls. These should be used across Sydney as an example of how
development density within mid-rise housing areas can be increased whilst maintaining environmental
values.

Without the masterplanning process that the 8 primary precincts receive, the application across the further
precincts is likely to fail a number of key state and local environmental and biodiversity objectives,
particularly if “non-refusal standards” do not allow for the protection of existing environmental and
landscape assets or even a thorough assessment on actual and potential impacts. In particular, there will be
issues in relation to areas of biodiversity significance, trees and vegetation.

References to non-refusal standards and statements such as “Relevant environmental controls will apply to
the extent they are not inconsistent with these new standards” give the impression that the SEPP will
completely ignore local planning provisions and objectives. These are well established communities where
existing residents value their local amenity and environment and these communities should not be ignored
and negatively impacted.

Any future development should retain local amenity and adhere to local environmental controls to
minimise negative impacts on the environment and liveability for local residents.
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8. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

e There are no protections for the retention of existing mature vegetation. Tree retention needs to
be prioritised over replanting and offsets especially to preserve habitat and movement paths
across the LGA which protect fauna from isolation and extinction.

e The EIE places increased housing density above other considerations including canopy retention,
biodiversity conservation, infrastructure and storm water capacity, heritage, liveability and
sustainability.

e The proposed canopy targets are significantly lower than those required by Council. The
widespread application of the drastically reduced canopy targets will result in a significant loss of
canopy cover and trees across Ku-ring-gai. The preservation of tree canopies becomes a crucial
aspect of reducing the urban heat island effect by providing shade, enhancing evaporative
cooling, and fostering natural cooling processes.

e Significant increases in impervious surface area which will occur as a result of the built form
enable by the Low and Mid-Rise SEPP will have negative impacts on, stormwater management,
flooding and downstream waterway health.

e No consideration has been made regarding local topography, soil types and geology, including
consideration of areas susceptible to land slip.

The proposed SEPP raises substantial concerns related to its alignment with Ecologically Sustainable
Development (ESD) principles and potential impacts on Ku-ring-gai’s biodiversity, water management, and
local environmental controls. Notably, the SEPP appears to prioritize housing density at the expense of
biodiversity conservation, presenting inconsistencies with crucial state Acts, such as the Biodiversity
Conservation Act 2016 and the Water Management Act 2000. The lack of detailed environmental
assessments further amplifies concerns about potential adverse effects on biodiversity and waterways.

Scepticism surrounds the SEPP's reliance on one-size-fits all planning which is inappropriate for Ku-ring-gai.
The blanket application casts doubt on its ability to meet the desired standards for "good design" and
liveability. The proposal must, amongst other things, retain the locally responsive controls and merit-based
assessment through a development application process. This will protect the biodiversity/greenweb
mapped areas and prioritise tree retention over replanting and offsets.

Any plan to increase density of development needs to foster a balanced approach to increasing housing
that upholds local environmental values, ensuring the proposed development aligns with environment and
sustainability goals and safeguards the distinctive character of Ku-ring-gai in-line with community
expectations and Government policy.

Urban forest and tree canopy impacts

Ku-ring-gai’s urban forest is a significant asset that is a fundamental part of a liveable, economically and
ecologically sound community. Council has shifted its traditional management of ‘trees and vegetation’ to
‘urban forest’ management to improve the quality and diversity of Ku-ring-gai’s urban forest. Council’s
development of an Urban Forest Policy and Strategy seeks to improve the quality and diversity of Ku-ring-
gai’s urban forest and increase, manage and protect Ku-ring-gai’s urban tree canopy.
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Existing canopy cover across the residential zones in Ku-ring-gai ranges from 29-35%. Ku-ring-gai’s Urban
Forest strategy has a target to increase canopy cover percentage in residential zoned areas up to 40%. This
target was set based on the NSW government target and recognises the communities strong affiliating with
Ku-ring-gai’s existing environment and character, as well as the importance of canopy in improving the
liveability and amenity in residential areas. The proposal as it stands will make it impossible to meet the
adopted canopy targets across the LGA due to the reduced canopy targets outlined in the EIE. Landscaping
provisions provided in the EIE are outlined below, however it is clear that widespread application of these
drastically reduced canopy targets, such as a maximum minimum requirement of 25% for dual occupancies
in R2 land will result in a significant loss of canopy cover and trees across the LGA.

Largest Tree KRG Urban
Smallest Tree & . Forest
canopy Equivalent
canopy . Strategy
. target (min zone current
target (min % . adopted
. % of site cover
of site area) canopy
area)
target
o Residential Flat 0
hr/‘l;i;;':‘se Building 15 20 (R4) 33% 40
& Shop-top Housing (E1) 17%-25% 18-35%
. Manor Houses 20 30 (R3) 32% 40
Low-rise
housin Terraces/Townhouses 20 30 (R3) 32% 40
& Dual Occupancies 15 25 (R2) 36% 40

Canopy target comparison

Example aerial showing Ku-ring-gai existing tree canopy cover and example likely reduction of tree
canopy cover under proposed low and mid-rise housing SEPP.

Ku-ring-gai Council

54




Given that the smaller canopy % targets relate to smaller property sizes, this area may not even provide
enough space to support the large, significant trees required to provide amenity and liveability benefits to
urbanised areas. The EIE documentation Also does not indicate that protection and retention of existing
mature trees and vegetation will be a requirement, or key consideration under the SEPP.

Assuming that Tree retention will be treated as an environmental control that only apply “to the extent
they are not inconsistent with these provisions”, there is potential for a significant loss of canopy. For
example, complete take-up of dual occupancy development in the R2 land has the potential to result in a
40% reduction in canopy area across the zone, which currently represents 27% of Ku-ring-gai’s canopy.

Based on canopy mapping from 2022, the potential loss of trees resulting from the Low and Mid-Rise
Housing proposal can be estimated at

e 100% redevelopment of R2 zone will result in loss of up to 32,000 trees
e 50% redevelopment of R2 zone will result in loss of up to 16,000 trees
e 25% redevelopment of R2 zone will result in loss of up to 8,000 trees

Urban heat

The perils of urban heat are evident, with average temperatures in large cities 1 °C to 3 °C higher than in
rural areas, leading to various impacts on human health, economic productivity, the environment, and
critical infrastructure. Australia, for instance, has experienced more deaths from major heatwaves since
1890 than from combined natural disasters like bushfires, cyclones, earthquakes, floods, and severe
storms. The 'urban heat island' effect, exacerbated by sealed surfaces and a lack of green infrastructure,
intensifies the heat in urban areas. Urban heat islands contribute to the severity of climate change effects,
making higher temperatures and extreme weather events more challenging to manage.

Inappropriate development compounds the urban heat island effect as impervious surfaces replace natural
vegetation, hindering heat absorption and dissipation. This phenomenon not only creates discomfort and
health risks, especially for vulnerable populations, but also strains urban infrastructure. Mitigating urban
heat from inappropriate development requires a comprehensive approach, including sustainable urban
planning strategies, prioritisation and maintenance of tree canopies, and promoting green infrastructure
like parks and tree-lined streets and ensuring deep soil capable of supporting mature tress is a requirement
within private development.

The preservation of tree canopies becomes a crucial aspect of reducing the urban heat island effect by
providing shade, enhancing evaporative cooling, and fostering natural cooling processes. The low-mid-rise
housing SEPP information raises concerns of an increasing urban heat island effect and a reduction of the
mitigating factors.

Community engagement and education are crucial for fostering sustainable development practices and
preserving green spaces. Addressing the root causes of inappropriate development through nature-based
solutions can lead to a more resilient and sustainable urban environment, ultimately minimizing the
adverse impacts of urban heat. Again, the one-size-fits all approach proposed through the SEPP overrides
well thought out and appropriate local controls and considerations and risks exacerbating negative impacts
on liveability and biodiversity.

Lack of ESD principles and inconsistency with State Acts

Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) is a goal that requires environmental protection to be taken into
consideration effectively when making development decisions. Four recognised principles inform that process.
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Principle 1. The precautionary principle.

Principle 2. The principle of inter-generational equity, which incorporates the notion of intra-
generational equity.

Principle 3. The principle of conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity.

Principle 4. The principle of improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms, which emphasises

the internalisation of environmental costs.
The information provided in the EIE indicates that the proposed SEPP does not adhere to the principles of ESD.

The EIE appears to place increased housing density above other considerations including canopy retention,
biodiversity conservation, infrastructure and storm water capacity, heritage, liveability and sustainability.
This is inconsistent with government policies and strategies. For example, the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act (1979) lists as an objective, “to encourage ESD ”. It therefore follows that any planning
instrument developed under the EP&A Act should be founded on the principles of ESD.

The proposed low-mid-rise housing SEPP is inconsistent with state Acts, including:

e Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016

Partl, 1.3

(a) to conserve biodiversity at bioregional and State scales, and

(b) to maintain the diversity and quality of ecosystems and enhance their capacity to adapt
to change and provide for the needs of future generations, and

o Water Management Act 2000

Chapter 1, 3

(a) to apply the principles of ecologically sustainable development, and

(b) to protect, enhance and restore water sources, their associated ecosystems, ecological
processes and biological diversity and their water quality, and

e Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 obijectives: noting that the proposed
SEPPs have been developed in response to objectives 1.3(c) and (d), it is not clear how the
proposed SEPPs align with the Act Part 1, 1.3

(a) to promote the social and economic welfare of the community and a better environment
by the proper management, development and conservation of the State’s natural and
other resources,

(b) to facilitate ecologically sustainable development by integrating relevant economic,
environmental and social considerations in decision-making about environmental
planning and assessment

(e) to protect the environment, including the conservation of threatened and other species
of native animals and plants, ecological communities and their habitats

Loss of biodiversity and tree canopy

Within the areas targeted for increased development there are some high value, mature trees with
significant canopy, many of which represent remnant stands of Blue Gum High Forest and Sydney
Turpentine Ironbark Forest Critically Endangered Ecological Communities under both state and federal
legislation. Any future increase in development density should be implemented in a way which allows for
retention of significant mature trees.

Currently, these trees significantly contribute to the skyline and character of Ku-ring-gai. These trees are
important as habitat stepping-stones for many animals which use the urban areas, feeding resources for
nomadic blossom feeders like parrots and Grey-headed Flying-Fox, numerous invertebrates and other
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species. Removing these trees from the urban areas will reduce habitat and prevent many species from
moving across the landscape, relegating them to isolated patches of remnant bushland.

Much of the land identified for increased development zones is identified along the ridgetops, these tress
provide the connectivity between more vegetated zones on the east, west and north. Losing these trees
could impact the mobility of species and geneflow, significantly adding to issues of fragmentation and
isolation of populations of plants and animals.

Very old/ Mature large trees are not able to be replaced within a human lifespan and as such, retention
should be prioritised over replanting. If development fails to protect these trees they will be gone for good,
and the animals, plants and community will be worse off.

N, b L
138 4
; .. ‘ W -
L "yt
Powerful Owls are listed as Vulnerable in NSW and Rainbow Lorikeets and other birds use hollow in old
utilise the large old trees throughout the Local growth trees within THE Urban areas.
Government Area

By undertaking such a significant change in zoning permissibility, including non-refusal standards that
override environmental controls across such a large area, this SEPP (in combination with the TOD SEPP) has
essentially created a situation where the ultimate environmental impacts (particularly impacts on
biodiversity) are not assessed.

Large re-zoning projects often undergo a comprehensive planning or master-planning process, including
land bio-certification in order to ensure the cumulative impacts of a larger development over time are well
measured and considered. Application of wholesale zoning changes without the ability to enforce local
environmental controls will result in the significant loss of biodiversity through the cumulative smaller
losses in the area over time. One Blue gum on its own may not be a significant loss to the CEEC in the area,
however losing 40% is a serious and irreversible impact. This proposed SEPP does not allow for this
cumulative loss to be quantified, avoided, mitigated or offset.
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Impacts on liveability

Council’s Urban Forest and Water Sensitive City policies both emphasise the importance of liveability and
the benefits that natural biodiversity and environmental assets provide. These should inform any reform to
enable provision of a high standard of liveability through the proposed development. Often where controls
are ignored, developments do not reach liveability expectations, for example, damp and mould have been
issues in ground floor apartments where riparian land setbacks are not adhered to.

Water management

No information on potential impacts to water management systems nor has an assessment of water supply
and sewerage system capacity been provided. The sewerage system in Ku-ring-gai experiences frequent
overflows, particularly along the waterways in our natural areas and national parks during wet events, and
such a significant increase in population will add further pressure to the system.

Much of the KRG LGA has stormwater capacity limitations that cannot be addressed through the
application of on-site detention measures (OSD) alone. Detailed Assessment of stormwater infrastructure
condition and upgrade requirements need to be determined before wide-spread development is allowed.

The ridge top development nature of the areas targeted means that the runoff will also impact downstream
environments, particularly the waterways within the surrounding National Parks. Garigal and Lane Cove
National Parks are both downstream of these areas and only best practice water quality and flow
management will protect these receiving environments from the proposed development.

In addition, the steep topography in many areas of Ku-ring-gai make it difficult to establish gravity-fed
stormwater discharge to the council drainage system. Dual occupancies should not be considered in areas
where charged systems, infiltration or dispersal are required as this can cause significant issues for the safe
management of stormwater on a site.

Council’s Water Sensitive City Policy and Strategy outlines clear aims and objectives for water management
including to Integrate water infrastructure within the urban landscape to enhance the liveability of Ku-ring-
gai, including stormwater treatment, flood risk management, heat mitigation, ecological health,
microclimate and landscape amenity. In order for these new development standards to meet these
adopted expectations, it is essential that they incorporate best practice management and adhere to all of
Council’s planning controls for riparian land and water management.

Understanding the extent and scope of stormwater management upgrades required in response to the will
also significantly impact on the contributions plans and may conflict with other required infrastructure
improvements.

Stormwater and sewage infrastructure

There is a total length of 294 km of stormwater drainage pipes within the LGA within the road reserves,
council land, and private land via council drainage easements. The stormwater network is on average
approximately 60-70 years old. In addition to the Council controlled network there are additional private
drainage systems through inter-allotment drainage easements, where responsibility of these assets lies
with the private owner/s.
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Approximately 69% of the network rated as "poor" to "satisfactory" condition, or approximately 87% of the
network rated as "failed" to "satisfactory" condition.

The network in its current state is significantly under capacity when compared to current design standards,
resulting in a number of flooding locations across the LGA reported by resident complaints and identified
through the results of catchment studies undertaken over the last few years. Council’s existing drainage
system was designed to accommodate a 1 in 5-year rain event, whereas the current design standard
recommended by the NSW State Government is the more intense rain fall event of 1 in 20 years.

The Flood Studies undertaken for Ku-ring-gai indicate that our stormwater network is at or close to capacity
in many locations around the LGA. Adding further development increases pressure on our stormwater
network where impervious surfaces such as roofs and concrete increase run-off. without appropriate
planning and investment, this has the potential to overload the stormwater network.

With regards to sewer, Council records indicate the system was installed by MWSDB (now Sydney Water)
circa 1930’s. Records also show Sydney Water have self-reported 50 sewer leaks since Jan 1, 2023.

No information has been provided on the impacts that the potential development under the SEPP will have
on wastewater system capacity.

The capacity issues have not been considered by the SEPP, nor best practice stormwater flow and water
quality controls to protect downstream environments.
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9. NATURAL HAZARDS

e No consideration on how flood impacts will be considered in areas that have not yet been
mapped.

e Site based flood studies will not enable assessment of the potential cumulative impacts over
time.

¢ No acknowledgement of bushfire prone land as potential constraint or how it has been
considered.

e The proposal will result in significant increases in residential density within areas identified as
Bushfire Evacuation Risk.

Flooding

Ku-ring-gai’s hydrological grid includes 220km of creeks with three catchments and twenty eight sub
catchments. Increased population and subsequent intensification of development has placed pressure on
these water ways and the flood prone land.

Ku-ring-gai is still in the process of completing flood studies and identifying areas of overland flow. Flood
mapping data is not yet available for all parts of LGA (noting flood studies are currently being undertaken
for the Lane Cove Catchments south of the Pacific Highway).

The EIE notes consideration of known flooding areas, however it does not outline how flood impacts will be
considered in areas that have not yet been thoroughly mapped. Site based flood studies can be undertaken
in many instances, however this will not enable assessment of the potential cumulative impacts over time.

Bushfire

SEPP proposals do not address Bushfire Prone Land (BFPL) mapping; BFPL is present in Roseville TOD area —
the areas mapped with BFPL or BFPL buffer should be excluded from TODSEPP.

Ku-ring-gai currently has areas identified with restricted evacuation, increase of development in the LGA
will impact on evacuation from these vulnerable areas.

BFPL Buffer mapping only extends 100m from the Bushland edge. However, asset losses during events are
known to occur up to 400m away.

Dual occupancy and bushfire risk

Development has occurred in a number of areas where the local community is surrounded by extensive
areas of bushfire prone vegetation, with inadequate road networks to enable safe evacuation. Pressure to
increase development in these areas has led to increasing evacuation risks for residents. The evacuation
risk in these areas is recognised on the Bushfire Evacuation Risk Map which forms part of the Bushfire
Prone Land Map.
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Ku-ring-gai Council currently has 15 areas identified as bushfire evacuation risk areas, and intensification of
development under the SEPP Housing 2021 (Housing for Seniors and People with a Disability) is prohibited
in these areas. Clause 80 Land to which Part does not apply of the Housing SEPP 2021 outlines that (1) This
Part does not apply to the following land: (b) land described in Schedule 3. Schedule 3 sets out what is
considered “Environmentally Sensitive Land”, and includes “Land Shown Cross Hatched on the Bushfire
Evacuation Risk Map”.

Additionally the evacuation risk in these areas was recognised within the former SEPP 53 — Metropolitan
Residential Development, which prohibited dual occupancy development from within these areas.

There are large areas within Ku-ring-gai which are both zoned R2 Low Density Residential and identified as
areas of evacuation risk. The proposal to permit dual occupancies in all R2 Low Density Residential zones
across NSW will mean that these areas within Ku-ring-gai will see significant increases in residential density
which is inappropriate, noting that there is already inadequate road networks to enable safe evacuation of
the existing community.

SEPP Senior Exclusion Zone

Areas of Low Density Residential and Bushfire Evacuation Risk
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Whilst the bushfire prone land map shows land that is within the flame zone and buffer areas, there is
increasing data on how many fires are started outside the mapped area due to embers being carried on
windy days. Ku-ring-gai has significant vegetation outside the fringe mapped areas that are susceptible to
ember attack and therefore housing close to these areas must consider risks to people and their property.

Chen, K and McAneney, J (2004)

: % of vegetation burned
| —®— % of homes destroyed [~

Quantifying bushfire penetration into urban areas
in Australia, Geophysical Research Letters, VOL. 31

e Over 30% of homes lost to ember attack
within 2000m of bush edge

e Chen’s research ‘ember attack’
penetration distance is accepted and
guantifiable.

% of damage

0 200 400 600 800
Distance from adjacent bushland (m)

e This means ember attack could be
anywhere in many parts of Ku-ring-gai.

Bushfire risk is a key consideration for the Ku-ring-gai LGA. Surrounded by three national parks, Ku-ring-gai
Council currently has around 100km of residential land interfacing with areas of recognised bushfire

hazard. Around 38% of Ku-ring-gai properties are within the Bushfire prone land and buffer areas, much of
this zoned is zoned R2 and at risk of further development through the proposed dual occupancy provisions.

The EIE document does not even acknowledge bushfire prone land as a potential consideration.
Presumably it is assumed that dual occupancy developments can address risk through application of
building standards, as outlined in Planning for Bushfire Protection 2019 (PBP). However, the first principle
listed in section 1.2 of Planning for Bushfire Protection is to “control the types of development permissible
in bush fire prone areas” . Wholesale permissibility of dual occupancies across all R2 land across NSW
ignores this key principle of PBP. Even if the other principles can be applied, there is potential that this SEPP
will remove the ability of all Council’s to have effective control over the types of development in bushfire
prone areas.

Serious impacts resulting from uncontrolled dual occupancy development in bushfire prone areas include:

e Increase in population leading to congestion of evacuation routes during a catastrophic event,
potentially endangering lives and restricting firefighter and emergency worker access.

- This not only applies to areas mapped as bushfire prone land or buffer. This issue also
impacts residents who live in isolated pockets where access is potentially impacted during
an event. Ku-ring-gai has identified and mapped ‘exclusion areas’ for the purpose of seniors
housing, based on specifically identified evacuation risk. This SEPP should also recognise the
potentially serious impacts on these vulnerable areas.

e Increase of population density along the bushland interface that will:

- Add further pressures to firefighters during an event, including impact on water supply and
fire hydrant pressure; and
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- Increase the pressure on providing Asset Protection Zones (APZ) in land reserved for
biodiversity protection, such as bushland reserves and National Parks. This is particularly
relevant noting the non-refusal standards outlined in the EIE may not allow for enough site
area to provide an appropriate APZ on the lot.

Bushfire Prone Land Buffer mapping only extends 100m from the Bushland edge. However, asset losses
during events are known to occur up to 400m away, primarily due to ember attack. Ku-ring-gai Council has
detailed modelling available that could help identify areas of significant risk to help inform application of
these controls, however this would need to be considered through a comprehensive planning process.

Climate Change is predicted to intensify impacts and frequency of extreme weather events. There appears
to be no consideration of how climate change will impact communities already dealing with vulnerability to
extreme weather events such as fire.

Slope

No consideration has been made regarding local topography, soil types and geology. Some areas are
particularly susceptible to land slip and the SEPP should ensure that sensitive areas are appropriately
considered.
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10. HERITAGE

e The proposal will result in widespread, irreversible and unavoidable impact to heritage
conservation areas and heritage items.

e The proposal has a disproportionate impact on Ku-ring-gai’s heritage by placing the highest
density on land containing the largest concentration of significant historic development.

e 40% of land proposed for highest density redevelopment within 800 metres of stations and town
centres is listed as a heritage conservation area or a heritage item.

e The two proposals for ‘transport-oriented development’ and ‘low and mid-rise housing’ together
endanger more than 4,000 heritage properties (items and sites within HCAs).

e The proposed increased density will irreversibly degrade the heritage significance of both the
heritage items and heritage conservation areas because of the disparity to the existing low-scale
historic built form and proposed removal of Council’s capacity to refuse detracting development.

e Lacking any requirements to retain heritage significance, fabric or setting, the proposed
increased density will instead incentivise partial or complete demolition of heritage buildings,
over-scaled infill development and loss of garden settings.

e The existing planning system has appropriate capacity to assess additional density and changes
for their impact on heritage significance through either a planning proposal or development
application.

e Further investigation is required to find alternative locations for increased density with less
heritage or environmental impacts.

Heritage Impact

Ku-ring-gai’s heritage is distinguished by the uncommon consistency, quality and integrity of its primarily
twentieth-century residential development. Ku-ring-gai’s conservation areas and heritage items are
characterised by largely intact single and two-storey houses from the Federation and inter-war periods,
mature garden settings and original subdivision patterns. Many listed buildings are architect-designed.
These historic buildings, sites and areas represent the historical development of Ku-ring-gai and its suburbs
that followed the train line at a time when residential proclamations restricted other uses and land
covenants commonly required high quality construction, well ahead of contemporary town planning or
zoning.

The NSW Government is proposing widespread planning changes to increase housing in Ku-ring-gai and
more broadly through the state. These are in two proposals for ‘transport oriented development’ (TOD)
and ‘low and mid-rise housing’, currently on NSW Government exhibition for Council-only or community
comment.

These two NSW proposals for increased housing density have serious implications for the conservation of
heritage in Ku-ring-gai, outlined below.
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Direct heritage impact

The largest proposed increase in both building density and height is near train stations and local centres.
This is where Ku-ring-gai’s conservation areas and most significant historic development is concentrated.
The distribution of the proposed density increase in relation to the heritage conservation areas and
heritage items concentrated along the train line is shown in the map over the page.

This NSW proposal directly impacts the future conservation of all of Ku-ring-gai’s 46 conservation areas and
nearly 900 heritage items. The impact is two-fold by increasing densities that exceed existing built form,
and removing Council’s capacity to refuse development that detracts from the heritage significance of
listed buildings and their setting.

The impact is in three tiers of proposed increased density across the council area. In areas currently zoned
primarily for low density residential, the proposal is to permit: dual occupancies (locations shaded pale blue
in following map), 2-3 storey terraces, townhouses and manor house developments (locations shaded blue
in following map) and 6-7 storey apartments or 9 storeys with bonuses (locations shaded yellow in
following map). Ku-ring-gai’s listed heritage buildings in all these affected areas are primarily single one or
two-storey residences with established garden settings.

Typical historic built form and gardens in the affected heritage conservation areas.

Scale of heritage impact

The two NSW proposals for ‘transport-oriented development’ and ‘low and mid-rise housing’ together
endanger more than 4,000 properties in the Ku-ring-gai local area listed as a heritage item or within a
heritage conservation area. This includes nearly 900 properties listed as heritage items. The term
‘properties’ here are counted land parcels.

More than 3,000 listed properties are within the proposed highest density around the eight stations and St
Ives centre, including more than 650 listed as heritage items.

The proposal will have an excessive impact on heritage listed sites within Ku-ring-gai, including heritage
conservation areas and heritage items. 40% of land proposed for highest density redevelopment near
stations and local centres is listed as a heritage conservation area or a heritage item.

The proportion of impacted sites that is heritage listed is as high as 70% for the 800 metre radius around
Killara station, where 6-7 storey apartments and 3 storey terraces, townhouses and manor house
developments are proposed. For Wahroonga, 65% of the land within the 800 metre station radius is
heritage listed. The proportion of listed land is shown in the detail maps below. Note the following maps
are indicative only, based on Council’s best possible interpretation of the Government’s supplied
information.
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[//777] HCA - Heritage Conservation Areas
I state Heritage Register Item (NSW SEED)

[ ] Ttem - General

Selection layer [circle] - Development Type
Residential apartments and shop top housing up to 21m high (approx 6 to 7 storeys) and floor space ratio 3:1
- Residential apartments and shop top housing up to 16m high (approx 4 to 5 storeys) and floor space ratio 2:1
[ Multi dwelling housing (terraces and townhouses) up to 9.5m high at floor space ratio 0.7:1, plus manor houses up to 9.5m high and floor space ratio 0.8:1
| Dual Occupancy up to 9.5m high and floor space ratio 0.65:1 (minimum site area 450 sqm)
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Roseville and Lindfield stations and some surrounding affected R2 land

§
",5
&

'GORDON PARK

East Killara

i

Killara and Gordon stations and some surrounding affected R2 land
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Pymble and Turramurra stations and some surrounding affected R2 land
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Warrawee and Wahroonga stations and some surrounding affected R2 land
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St lves and some surrounding affected R2 land

Planning Considerations

Undermining orderly planning

Housing supply is not the only purpose of planning. Conserving heritage is also important to the
community. Since contemporary town planning began with NSW laws in the 1970s, as a result of
community unrest and ‘green bans’, the fundamental purpose of town planning has been to provide for
orderly development and community certainty. This is achieved by strategic planning that considers and
balances all community needs of development for the environment, society and economy.

Costly development

A Government decision that one community interest (housing) is more important than another (heritage)
does not eliminate the community need to protect heritage. A Government decision to dismiss heritage
does this remove legal and planning systems in place to manage heritage.

The proposed increase in housing density (FSR, heights, dwelling numbers and reduced minimum lot sizes)
is far in excess of existing significant built form. This will embed a contradiction in the planning instruments
between permissible housing density and heritage conservation. Rather than delivering more housing, this
risks increased community conflict, NSW Land & Environment court cases, and associated delay and cost

for housing supply.

Removing community certainty

Owners and residents in listed heritage areas and sites have a reasonable expectation that the heritage
values will be maintained through new and adjoining development, as provided for in existing planning
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instrument controls for heritage items, conservation areas, development in the vicinity of heritage items
and conservation areas, zoning and development standards.

The proposal includes no measures to maintain this certainty of appropriate conservation. It provides no
evaluation of the impact of the increased density on the heritage significance of these areas and sites. This
is inconsistent with the NSW government’s local planning direction for heritage conservation and the
heritage objectives of standard planning instruments across NSW.

No local consideration

Heritage impacts of this proposal are heightened in Ku-ring-gai, compared to inner city or less established
residential areas, because of the distinctive consistency, location and low scale of its heritage areas and
items as a result of its historic pattern of development. Ku-ring-gai’s early development is concentrated
along the railway line and primarily single storey houses in garden settings.

sl P d
LA

Burns Road, Wahroonga, Wahroonga conservation area proposed for 2-3 storey terraces, townhouses and
manor house development. (Image source: Google)

—

Warrawee Avenue, Warrawee, Wahroonga conservation area, proposed for 2-3 storey terraces, townhouses
and manor house development. (Image source: Google)
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Ku-ring-gai Avenue, Turramurra, Ku-ring-gai Avenue conservation area, proposed for 2-3 storey terraces, townhouses
and manor house development. (Image source: Google)

Telegraph Road, Pymble, Telegraph Road conservation area, proposed for 2-3 storey terraces, townhouses and manor
house development. (Image source: Google)

Inappropriate controls

The proposed ‘one-size-fits all’ development standards across Sydney do not recognise differences in local
physical constraints of street patterns (such as no rear lanes for car access for terrace development) and
land parcel size that will produce greater impacts in areas like Ku-ring-gai.

Distance from a station or local centre is a narrow and inadequate basis for increasing housing density in
established areas with major impacts as a result, particularly in areas like Ku-ring-gai with a distinctive and
protected heritage in these locations.
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Blanket increased density is not appropriate for heritage

The proposal is for the same density for heritage listed and unlisted sites despite different site constraints
and conservation requirements.

Increased density or adaptive reuse in a sensitive heritage conservation area or item requires a site specific
design response and considered merit assessment. A merit development assessment for heritage needs to
demonstrate that the proposal will retain the heritage significance of the affected item or area, in terms of
fabric, setting and views. This has not been provided in the current NSW government proposal.

The proposed blanket increase in density eliminates capacity to properly evaluate and mitigate heritage
impacts before this impact is irreversible.

Rather than a blanket increase as proposed, the existing site-specific planning proposal exercise is the
appropriate mechanism for sensitive increases in density in heritage conservation areas and heritage items.

Irreversible heritage loss

The proposal will incentivise partial or complete demolition of heritage buildings, over-scaled infill
development and loss of garden settings though the disparity between existing and permitted density and
inability to refuse detracting development. Once existing building fabric is demolished or a setting is
degraded with over-scaled infill development, this impact on heritage significance is irreversible.

Case law in the NSW Land and Environment Court has established that the appeal process will permit a
heritage impact, such as demolition or degraded setting if the proposal is within the maximum density set
by planning controls. This assumes that relevant environmental issues have been taken into account in
forming these controls, which has not been demonstrated in the current proposal.

Endangering unlisted heritage

The proposed increased development potential will impact on the capacity to heritage list and conserve
further places of justified heritage significance. Not all significant sites are already heritage listed. Sites
worthy of listing is a matter under regular review through heritage studies and the like because community
understanding and values will change over time.

Absent heritage protection

The proposal contains no requirement to protect the fabric and garden setting of listed heritage
conservation areas and heritage items. While sympathetic adaptive reuse of a listed building can be
achieved, the proposed substantial increase in density without any conservation requirements makes no
provision for this outcome. The removal of council’s capacity to refuse unsympathetic development will
instead invalidate current incentives and guidance for sympathetic adaptations and conservation in the
environmental planning instrument and development control plan.

Detracting development

The proposal appears to assume that facadism or over-scaled infill development is appropriate
conservation for listed heritage items and conservation areas. This will have an irreversible impact on the
heritage significance of conservation areas through loss of both fabric and setting. This outcome does not
satisfy the standard planning instruments objectives to conserve heritage significance of conservation
areas, heritage items and adjoining sites (in the vicinity) specifically in relation to fabric, setting and views.

Devaluing conservation areas

The proposal implies that conservation areas have less value than heritage items and therefore do not
warrant the same degree of conservation. However the planning protection and systems for both types of
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heritage listing are the same externally where they seek to retain the heritage significance for which the
areas and items are listed.

Conservation areas have collective value as cohesive precincts, not less heritage value than a heritage item.
Heritage item and conservation area listings together manage change to buildings, sites and cohesive areas
as a whole because these embody their heritage significance as living local history and place-makers, not
just facades or fragments.

Where conservation areas are significant for their cohesive history, form, subdivision pattern and low scale,
as found in Ku-ring-gai, these areas arguably have less capacity than some heritage item sites to
accommodate more density without unreasonable loss of significance.

Above: lllustrations of the typical significant built form and gardens in the affected heritage conservation areas
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Degrading the significance of conservation areas and heritage items

As an example of the heritage impact of the proposed 6-7 storey apartments at 21 metres height within Ku-
rig-gai’s listed heritage conservation areas and heritage items, the following illustrates the scale of a typical
listed street at Locksley Street, Killara, as currently and proposed.

Existing street view of a typical heritage conservation area in Ku-ring-gai at Lockley Avenue, Killara. (Image source:
Google)

Reference example of built form resulting from proposed building height and lesser floor space ratio less than proposed
(21 metre height, 2.75:1 floor space ratio). (Image source: Google)

Locksley Avenue forms part of two contiguous conservation areas in Killara for Lynwood Avenue and
Springdale Heritage Conservation Area. These areas are identified as significant as evidence of Killara’s early
layout and subdivision, for its highly significant buildings, gardens, mature trees on private property and
street planting. The area demonstrates a high degree of intact and cohesive early twentieth century
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development of mostly Federation and inter-war houses, many of which were architecturally designed. This
street also includes individually listed heritage items of a consistent period and scale.

The proposed 6-7 storey or 21 metre building height (increased to 9 storeys with bonus, not shown), 3:1
floor space ratio and density of the proposed apartments would not retain these significant built and
natural features for which the areas are significant. Even if existing buildings are retained with new infill
development, the proposed scale and density of these buildings would dominate and degrade the garden
setting, integrity and consistency of these heritage conservation areas.

Heritage listing is pro-conservation and appropriate development

The underlying assumption that heritage listing is ‘anti-development’ is not supported by the process or
measures for listing. Instead, listing and heritage conservation are based on impartial State Government
measures of heritage significance from the NSW Heritage Council. These measures establish what is worth
retaining for current and future generations and eliminate the bias of anti-development reaction or
amenity concerns. Further, the listing of existing heritage items and conservation areas have been
approved by State Government as meeting these impartial conservation standards.

In the planning system, heritage listing operates principally as a demolition control and trigger for
development merit assessment. The purpose of both is to retain heritage significance. As such, heritage
listing operates more as an anti-destruction or pro-conservation mechanism for those places worth
keeping. This process can and does accommodate sensitive development that respects the qualities of the
listed place and/or area.

The existing planning system has appropriate capacity to assess additional density and changes for their
impact on heritage significance through either a planning proposal or development application.

New density done well in existing low density heritage areas

Ku-ring-gai Council and the existing planning provisions have permitted increased density in its heritage
conservation areas where site constraints permit acceptable heritage and other environmental impacts,
utilising existing conservation incentives.

An example is at 2B Heydon Avenue, Warrawee, pictured below, located in a heritage conservation area,
adjacent to a heritage item. At this corner site zoned for low density residential (R2), with an FSR of 0.3:1 and
9.5 metre building height, additions to a single dwelling delivered 8 dwellings. This retains the historic
building, front garden, scale and setting for the area and adjacent heritage item.

The proposed blanket increased density will compromise these good heritage and density outcomes. This
outcome was only achieved with existing low development standards, conservation incentives for more
where conserving heritage significance and capacity to refuse detracting development.

Existing low development standards facilitate viable development by not inflating land value costs from the
outset. Council’s dual capacity to refuse detracting development and approve further sensitive development
as conservation incentives ensures the consent authority can maintain the significance of the subject site and
area. The lower starting development cost and negotiated density increase also incentivises an exchange of
public good for the extra development, such as appropriate building and garden conservation.

The below is just one example. Other existing heritage sites will have different site constraints such as land
area, levels and street access, existing building forms, gardens and adjoining context. Prescribing a single
design response for all without capacity to refuse detracting development and incentivise better, will degrade
heritage items and heritage conservation areas. Instead, lower existing standards and incentives for more
density where this retains heritage significance is more likely to deliver further appropriate density in a
heritage context as demonstrated above.

Ku-ring-gai Council 75



%
4

SN

-

N

2B Heydon Avenue, Warrawee

Heritage significance differs to character

The proposal is lacking consideration or protection for ‘heritage significance’ for which sites are listed under
planning law, instruments and government policy. This differs to ‘character’ that can change. More than
‘character’, the protected heritage significance of heritage areas and items is core to local identity and links
to history. Unlike ‘character’, ‘heritage significance’ is embodied in existing building form, features and
setting that once lost, cannot be replaced.

Unjustified heritage loss for uncertain economic gain

The economic incentive to demolish for increased density will incentivise heritage loss, but does not
guarantee improved housing affordability. The economic evidence that permitting increased housing will
increase affordability has not been provided in order to justify the degree of heritage loss.

Economic drivers have more impact on supply and affordability than planning, such as taxation and
negative gearing. While the planning system approves housing supply, it does not secure supply. Delivery is
determined by developers, associated land value and market forces to maintain profitability, which do not
benefit affordability. The proposed standards for higher density that conflict with other planning objectives
and community needs may in fact slow and increase the cost of housing, as noted above.

Alternatives

Conserving heritage and supplying housing are not mutually exclusive needs but can both be achieved
through careful consideration and placement. There is no mandate to place the highest density in the most
heritage-rich locations, as currently proposed. There is a community mandate, state government law and
approved listings for protection of heritage conservation areas and heritage items. Further investigation is
required to find alternative locations with less heritage or environmental impacts.
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11. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT

e Car parking rates for multi dwelling housing and manor houses are lower than DCP and RTA
Guide to Traffic Generating Developments and are not supported. They will result in
significant numbers of dwellings without carparking and create competition for on street
parking.

e Increasing dual occupancy developments in areas that are already car dependent will
continue to generate higher levels of traffic and car dependency, increasing pressure on road
network. They will place a substantial increased demand for commuter car parking close to
stations. The provision of this infrastructure has not been included in the exhibited material,
nor the funding for its provision to all the local centre areas.

e The Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program and Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
offers no transport impact assessment from proposed increases in residential dwellings.

Low rise housing - multi dwelling housing and manor houses
Car parking

Data from the 2021 ABS Census indicates that over 90% of households located close to the railway line own
at least one car. This is despite relatively high public transport use for journeys to work, which suggests that
most residents in these areas still rely on cars for other trip purposes.

The car parking rates for Low Rise Housing (Multi Dwelling Housing and Manor Houses) would result in 50%
of dwellings without car parking. While the notion of some dwellings without car spaces could assist with
housing affordability, 1 car space for every 2 Multi Dwelling Houses or Manor Houses would create
significant competition for on-street parking in Ku-ring-gai. The proposed car parking rates for Low Rise
Housing (Multi Dwelling Housing and Manor Houses) are lower than those in the Ku-ring-gai DCP and in the
RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments, and are not supported.

Low rise housing - dual occupancies

The low and mid-rise housing SEPP intends to permit dual occupancy dwellings in all R2 Low Density
Residential zones. The EIE documents states that more homes need to be located near public transport
“The goal is to build more homes and strategically position them close to where people need to go, giving
more people access to convenient transport options and amenity” (p.12). There are concerns around
permitting dual occupancies in all R2 zones from a transport/land use integration perspective, and
consideration should be given to limiting dual occupancies to areas with acceptable land use and transport
integration.

As can be seen in the image below, the number of people in Ku-ring-gai travelling to work on public
transport is highest along the rail corridor. These areas are also located closer to local shops and other
amenities, which encourages walking or cycling to access those services and amenities.
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Public transport for journeys to work increases with proximity to stations (left) and as a consequence,
household vehicle ownership increases moving away from the railway line (right).

As a consequence, household vehicle ownership in Ku-ring-gai increases moving further away from the
railway line:
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Areas beyond easy accessibility of the railway line (with the exception of a pocket around St Ives local
centre) clearly have high car ownership, with a large proportion of households having 2 or more cars.

Increasing dwellings in the R2 areas in Ku-ring-gai that are already car dependent and have high rates of car
ownership (areas circled in green below with the exception of St Ives local centre) will continue to
generate higher levels of traffic and car dependency than dwellings located close to transport and
services/amenities. This will increase pressure on the road network in Ku-ring-gai as residents will either try
to drive to their workplace directly or drive to a nearby rail station to travel by train, increasing congestion
at peak times, increasing pressure on commuter parking and on-street parking around rail stations. Other
trip purposes such as shopping or local appointments will not be walkable and would likely result in
additional vehicle trips. There has been no transport impact assessment for the proposal Low and Mid-Rise
SEPP.

Ku-ring-gai Local Government Area
*Please note: This map is indicative only.

ST IVES CHASE
NORTH TURRAMURRA
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SOUTH
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EAST KILLARA
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Key In areas without shading there are no changes proposed to existing planning controls

Dual occupancy up to 9.5m high and floor space ratio I Residential apartments and shop-top housing up to 16m
0.65:1 (minimum site area 450 sqm) high (approx 4 to 5 storeys) and floor space ratio 2:1

[ Multi dwelling housing (terraces and townhouses) up to Residential apartments and shop-top housing up to 21m
9.5m high at floor space ratio 0.7:1, plus manor houses high (approx & to 7 storeys) and floor space ratio 3:1

up to 9.5m high and floor space ratio 0.8:1
’ . 7/ Heritage Conservation Areas

Proposal will Increasing dwellings in the R2 areas in Ku-ring-gai that are already car dependent and
have high rates of car ownership
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Car parking

A minimum of 1 car space per dwelling is proposed, but again this does not take into account that the vast
majority of existing households in the R2 zone in Ku-ring-gai have 2 or more cars. This is expected to create
increased competition for on-street parking. Ku-ring-gai’s DCP accounts for this by requiring 1 space per
dwelling if the dual occupancy is less than 125sqm, and 2 spaces per dwelling if it is greater than 125sgm.

Cumulative traffic impacts

The traffic impacts from the low and mid-rise housing proposal need to be considered cumulatively with
the TOD SEPP as the low and mid-rise SEPP will apply areas surrounding the TOD Stations. The following are
key Traffic and Transport issues resulting from the TOD SEPP.

e The Transport Oriented Development (TOD) program offers no transport impact assessment
from proposed increases in residential dwellings.

e Preliminary assessments by Council suggest traffic generation impacts from the potential
additional residential dwellings (excluding impacts from any additional
retail/business/community floor space) would be substantial, and there may not be capacity for
further road network improvements over and above those foreshadowed in the Ku-ring-gai
s7.12 Contributions Plan.

e These effects are likely to be exacerbated in the Gordon, Lindfield and Roseville centres, due to
thOe close proximity of Pacific Highway and the T1/T9 North Shore Railway line presenting a
constraint to local access, with limited crossing opportunities of the railway line and the
Highway.

e The Low and Mid-Rise SEPP would result in a large number of new dwellings with poor access
to transport, shops and services, resulting in cumulative traffic impacts to the TOD centres that
have not been quantified.

e Maximum residential car parking provision is supported in principle but there is no information
on the threshold or rate of provision, to be able to comment further.

Transport infrastructure assessment

Notwithstanding access to heavy rail stations, intensive multi-unit redevelopment also generates additional
demand for pedestrian, cycle and private vehicle infrastructure.

When Council undertakes housing strategies, there is a requirement to assess the transport impacts of
proposed residential dwellings (as well as associated increases in retail, business uses and community
facilities) in order to plan for any new transport infrastructure or upgrades that may be required. This
includes extensive road network simulation modelling undertaken in collaboration with Transport for NSW
and other transport stakeholders.

Part 2 of the TOD program offers no transport impact assessment from proposed significant increases in
residential dwellings, and unlike the 8 Stage 1 stations the state government will not be providing funding
or resources to Councils for the required traffic impact assessments or other technical studies. Council does
not have the resources or budget to undertake any suitable analysis.
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Additionally, Local Infrastructure Contributions under s7.11 require extensive supporting documentation in
the form of transport studies based on development potential and likely take-up rates. The TOD SEPP is
slated to come into effect in April 2024 without any time or resources to commission any such studies let
alone develop and cost an evidence-based works programme and a funding strategy inclusive of an IPART-
reviewed Contributions Plan. Fundamental pieces of the jigsaw are absent with councils being denied
access to any of the analysis or reasoning that led to the identification of these areas and the associated
impact assessment, if, indeed, any fine-grain impact analysis has been done.

Preliminary assessments by Council suggest traffic generation impacts from the potential additional
residential dwellings (excluding impacts from any additional retail/business/community floor space that
would be commensurate with population growth) would be substantial. For example, the PM peak traffic
impacts could be equivalent to approximately 2 new full-line supermarkets in each centre, but there is no
transport planning or network modelling to assess the impacts. These effects are likely to be exacerbated in
the Gordon, Lindfield and Roseville centres, due to the close proximity of Pacific Highway and the North
Shore Railway line presenting a constraint to access with limited crossing opportunities of the railway line
and the Highway.

Examples of recent housing and integrated transport planning around TOD stations in Ku-ring-gai include:

e A development scenario in the Gordon town centre was assessed independently for Council
that comprised approximately 2,500 new dwellings and modest increases in retail GFA. The
road network simulation modelling revealed that key parts of the road network became
congested even with planned road network upgrades in the Ku-ring-gai 7.11 Contributions Plan.

e TOD dwellings in Gordon likely to be much greater than 2,500 (excluding additional
retail/business/community uses to support it) which will cause further congestion and will
likely require further road network improvements, and there may not be capacity for further
road network improvements over and above those foreshadowed in the Ku-ring-gai s7.11
Contributions Plan. Furthermore, the Low and Mid-Rise SEPP would result in a large number of
new dwellings in the broader Gordon area with poor access to transport, shops and services,
resulting in cumulative traffic impacts to the Gordon town centre that have not been
guantified.

e Adetailed Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) was conducted in 2020 for the Lindfield town
centre, as part of the Lindfield Village Hub Planning Proposal. The assessed the effects of the
proposed Lindfield Village Hub (158 dwellings, retail, community facilities and commuter car
park) and 2% annual background growth (representing residual LEP development and other
background growth). The study found that upgrades were necessary at key intersections along
Pacific Highway and on local roads (in addition to those already identified in the Ku-ring-gai
Contributions Plan) to reduce the deterioration of road network performance to an acceptable
level.

As with Gordon, the number of TOD dwellings in Lindfield are likely to be much greater than those assessed
in the Lindfield Village Hub Planning Proposal (excluding additional retail/business/community uses to
support it), which would have impacts that would need to be assessed. Due to the constraints of the
Highway and the North Shore railway line so close together in Lindfield, there may not be capacity for
further road network improvements over and above those foreshadowed in the Ku-ring-gai s7.11
Contributions Plan and those approved part of the Lindfield Village Hub Planning Proposal. In addition, the
Low and Mid-Rise SEPP would result in a large number of new dwellings in the broader Lindfield area with
poor access to transport, shops and services resulting in cumulative traffic impacts to the Lindfield centre
that have not been quantified.
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12. ACCESSIBILITY

e No evidence of consideration of demographic trends and projections to ensure that the housing
typology that is being planned for is appropriate for the projected population growth.

e Ku-ring-gai has an ageing population, and planning for new housing to meet the needs of those
over 65 is required to enable ageing in place.

e No requirements for multi-dwelling housing, terraces or manor houses to be designed to be
accessible.

A key population trend that is facing Ku-ring-gai is the growth in the aged population, which is predicted to
continue to increase. By 2036, those aged 65 years and older in Ku-ring-gai will increase by almost 40%
compared to 2016. Maintaining wellbeing, social connection and independence are key considerations so
that people can stay healthy for longer and support themselves in their own home.

A key consideration when planning for additional housing is that it is underpinned by demographic trends
and projections to ensure that the housing typology that is being planned for is appropriate for the
projected population growth. Within Ku-ring-gai as the ageing population is a significant cohort, planning
for new housing to meet the needs of those over 65 is required to enable ageing in place.

The EIE and proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP does not include any dwelling targets or
demographic analysis for local government areas, including Ku-ring-gai. There is no link between the
housing that will be delivered and the projected demographics of the local population. The EIE notes that
“it is important to have a variety of housing options to cater for different housing needs, preferences and
life stages” (p.11).

Ku-ring-gai’s existing DCP mandates that all dwellings within medium (3 storey multi dwelling housing /
townhouses) and high density development (residential flat buildings and shop-top housing) are to achieve
the Silver Standard under the Liveable Housing Design Guidelines, with at least 15% to be designed to
Platinum level. This ensures that the provision of accessible housing with a proportion enabling wheelchair
access from property entry to dwelling entry. This is particularly important within Ku-ring-gai as sites are
often steeply sloping and this ensure an accessible path of travel is designed within the site. The
introduction of mandated standards from the Liveable Housing Design Guidelines was to ensure higher
levels of housing choice for Ku-ring-gai’s ageing population and for people with a disability then was being
delivered by previous planning controls.

While the Apartment Design Guide does contain requirements for Liveable Housing, but this is a lower
standard than what is required by Councils Development Control Plan. The ADG will only apply to
residential flat buildings and shop-top housing developments, not the multi-dwelling housing, terraces or
manor houses proposed. This is particularly concerning with the manor house developments as the
proposed change in the definition of Manor Houses to remove the cap on a maximum of 4 dwellings will
mean ‘manor houses’ will effectively be 2-3 storey residential flat buildings with no limit to the number of
dwellings they contain. However, they will not be subject to the same standards as other residential flat
buildings in terms of design or amenity because the SEPP 65 Design Quality of Residential Apartment
Development and the Apartment Design Guide only applies to buildings that are at least three storeys tall.
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13. INTERFACE

e No consideration of the poor interface outcomes that the proposal will result in, creating
situation where buildings of up to 7 storeys will be developed immediately adjacent to or
opposite one and two storey single residential dwellings.

e Removes Councils ability to be able to strategically plan, assess and ameliorate any interface
issues that result from the proposal.

e There is no consideration of interface issues to heritage items nor to Heritage Conservation
Areas.

The proposed ‘mid-rise housing’ which is effectively high density development will allow for:

e 4-5 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones within 400 to 800m of a railway station or town
centre precinct.; and

e 6-7 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones and shop-top housing in E1 and MU1 zones within
400m of a railway station or town centre precinct

The EIE has not included any consideration of the poor interface outcomes that this will result in, creating
situation where buildings of up to 7 storeys will be developed immediately adjacent to or opposite one and
two storey single residential dwellings, heritage items and dwellings within heritage conservation areas.

These low density single dwelling sites that are located adjacent or opposite to a high density (4-7 storey)
development are known as interface site.

The location of high density development adjacent to low density dwellings creates impacts on the amenity
of the low density dwelling site, such as:

e the new high density development creates a scale impact, with the low density property looking
out at the bulk of the neighbouring 4-7 storey development;

e overshadowing and reduction in sunlight access to the low density residential property due to size
and proximity of the 4-7 storey development;

e privacy impacts caused by the windows of the 4-7 storey development overlooking the low density
property;

e streetscape impact with sudden bulk and scale changes between adjacent 4-7 storey buildings and
one/two storey buildings.

The proposal will result in the creation of interface sites both:

e within the 800m Station and Town Centre Precinct as there are no minimum site area or width
standards that will apply to sites, therefore there will be no requirement for lot consolidation which
will result in potentially isolated low density residential dwellings surrounded by 4-7 development.

e At the boundary of the 400m, and at the boundary of the 800m Station and Town Centre Precinct
where it adjoins low density residential areas not subject to the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP.

Ku-ring-gai has previously been incorporated planning solutions for interface sites, the most common
approach being the use of R3 Medium Density Residential zoning to facilitate the development of
maximum 3 storey townhouses on the interface of 5 storey developments and low density single dwellings.
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The use of the R3 zoning to provide for medium density built forms on the interface allows for a gradual
transition in built form, and functions as buffer between differing scales of building or differing land use
types.

Due to the nature of the implementation through the proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP, effectively
removes Councils ability to be able to strategically plan, assess and ameliorate any interface issues that
result from the proposal. This issue highlights the need for Councils to be able to undertake planning and

delivery of additional housing in a strategic and integrated manner, and not through a blunt one size fits all
model.

Examples of interface sites and the built form outcomes that will be enabled by the proposal
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14. AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

e There is no indication that the provision of Affordable Housing is in perpetuity.

e The 2% Affordable housing provision requirement is negligible, particularly on small lots which
can be individually developed under this proposal.

e There is no information on establishment of processes and procedures to manage contributions,
both in kind and in monetary form, for all affected LGAs without an established history of
Affordable Housing provision.

e The proposal has conflicting floor space bonus provisions for time-limited affordable housing
provisions.

e Just providing additional smaller unit housing in Ku-ring-gai will not make it more affordable.
Housing affordability is driven by investment purchase, negative gearing and associated tax
benefits. There is no reform to this policy that is central to the cost of housing and will not allow
any meaningful reduction of dwelling purchase price.

Ku-ring-gai Council supports the provision of Affordable Housing in perpetuity. Time-limited Affordable
Housing Provision merely “kicks the can down the road” especially if high numbers of time-limited housing
stock exit the community sphere around the same time. Reverting to developer ownership, also prevents
Community Housing Providers from reinvesting any profit from asset recycling into more affordable
housing.

There seems to be a comparatively different approach for the areas surrounding the four stations included
in the Transport Orientated Development SEPP (where 2% is mandated) compared to the mid-rise areas of
the Low- and Mid-Rise Housing Amendments (where there is no mandate) which seems unjustified. Further
complicating the issue is the apparent application of the bonus floorspace provisions for time-limited
affordable housing provision in the same areas. The envisaged built form and affordable housing delivery
resulting from the proposals needs to be inclusive of the height and floor space ration bonuses.

The differences in approach will lead to uncertainty. To have both systems operating in the same space will
add considerably to confusion as to the permissible development controls, the quantum of contributions
and the system of management of in-kind dedications. Certainty is essential for the development industry,
the local community, Community Housing Providers and Government alike.

Management of Affordable Housing

Ku-ring-gai Council has not shortlisted or appointed a preferred provider for affordable housing so it will be
necessary to mandate that the developer undertakes the legal processes to hand over these dwellings to a
registered provider (in perpetuity). Any facilitation that could be provided by the department would be
most appreciated.

Recent research into the best tenure for Affordable Housing providers supports ownership as well as
management by Community Housing Providers. Benefits of this model include:

e Cost-effective maintenance processes;
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e (Capacity to build community among tenants;

e (Capacity to recycle housing nearing the end of its economic life with minimal disruption to existing
tenants;

e Capacity to manage existing tenants transitioning from low income to social housing (due to age or
advancing disability);

e Scope to negotiate for a better deal from utility providers (and capacity to opt-out of developer-
mandated providers) to reduce management costs.

This list is not intended to be exhaustive and should be cross-referenced with submissions by Community
and Affordable Housing Providers.

Key Points for Affordable Housing Provision
e Provision of Affordable Housing must always be in perpetuity.
e The proposed 2% requirement does not make adequate provision for in-kind provision.

e To incentivise in-kind provision, any alternative monetary contribution must be reflective of the actual
land and property values in the catchment map pertaining to the specific station area in the TOD SEPP.

e DPHI will need to manage Affordable Housing Trust Accounts for Councils that do not yet have an
Affordable Housing Strategic Plan and Contributions Plan in place.

e Developers will need to enter into agreements for handover of completed units to registered
Community Housing Providers where LGAs have not yet determined a preferred provider.

e Preference of Registered Community Housing Providers for monetary contributions vs geographically
scattered assets should be taken into account.

o Note that additional medium to high density housing delivered in the Ku-ring-gai Local Government
Area will not become affordable simply by reason of its existence. Land costs for established houses
that will be targeted for redevelopment range from approximately $3,000 to $4,000/sgm (rounded).

Affordability of Housing

While increasing density close to existing railway stations is an understandable approach - when supported
by comprehensive strategic planning and supporting infrastructure provision - increased density does not
seamlessly translate into affordability. The Productivity Commissioner’s views on “filtering” are noted
however, this process will have long lead times in producing measurable benefits and will still not address
the issues of Key Workers (especially teachers, nurses and aged care workers) who will still not be able to
live materially closer to their employment in Ku-ring-gai. Only direct investment in Affordable Housing
provision in perpetuity will achieve that and the value of the direct investment from all levels of
government working with Community Housing Providers will be the only way of addressing this issue.
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15. IMPACT ON LOCAL OPEN SPACE PROVISION

e There is also no evidence that there has been any fine-grained analysis of the capacity or
adequacy of the few, smaller, existing older parks, in terms of the capacity to address multiple
demands for both active and passive recreation space, within very constrained areas, for a
significantly increased population.

e The Mid Rise Housing amendments, taken together with the TOD SEPP are expected to facilitate
a significant increase in new residents in the areas around the railway stations with concomitant
demands for additional open space and the upgrade of any existing spaces for much more
intensive use. Inadequate time and resources has been provided for this analysis and for the
preparation of a revised contributions plan.

Open space

The provision of adequate Local Open Space is a key focus of Ku-ring-gai’s strategic planning practice. The
Award Winning Open Space Acquisition Strategy 2006 is regularly benchmarked to guide priorities for new
open space in areas of rapid redevelopment — in terms of both access and capacity.

The Mid Rise component of the Low and Mid Rise Housing Amendments is particularly impacted due to the
majority focus around the railway stations. In Ku-ring-gai, historical development patterns around the local
stations on the northern line (late Victorian/early Federation) resulted in many of these areas being poorly
provided for in terms of local open space within 400 metres walking distance, especially those of an
adequate size to provide for a variety of competing active and passive recreation uses.

Assuming the Low Rise Housing component of the Low and Mid Rise Housing Amendments occurs chiefly in
scattered suburban locations, which were originally developed from the 1940s through to the 1980s, and
feature better provision of local parks due to the prevailing concept designs of suburban land releases at
the relevant time, it is more likely that the additional local open space demands can be more easily
accommodated with upgrades to existing parks.

In the older areas around the railway stations, however, at the time of pre-planning for the rezonings that
took effect in 2010-2012, the areas in red below in the 2007 priority areas (left hand image) represent
properties that were inadequately provided with access to a local park within 400 metres.

Benchmarking in 2018 (right hand image) indicated some improvement as a direct result of the delivery of
six new parks and the Lindfield Village Green. The areas is red remains without a local park within 400
meters walking distance.
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AFTER
KU-RING-GAI OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION PROGRAMME
IMPLEMENTATION STATUS - AUGUST 2018
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It needs to be acknowledged that the improvements in access are a direct result of the extensive efforts of
Ku-ring-gai Council to address this deficiency in the rapidly developing areas around the local stations
funded by s7.11 contributions and progressively implemented over the last decade and on-going in the
present. The delivery of supporting parkland infrastructure is a critical element of “density done well”

Seven new local open spaces, including a Village Green and six parks (Lindfield Village Green; Greengate
Park, Killara; Cameron Park Turramurra; Boyds Orchard Park, Turramurra; Lapwing Reserve, St Ives;
Curtilage Park, Warrawee and Balcombe Park, Wahroonga) have been delivered and, as of 2020, three
more were in the planning stages after the acquisition of the required land.

The Productivity Commissioner in Building more homes where infrastructure costs less allocated a SO cost
to the provision of access to Local Open Space in Ku-ring-gai (page 46). The current benchmarked status of
the Open Space Acquisition Strategy indicates that this assumption is, quite simply, not accurate.

There is also no evidence that there has been any fine-grained analysis of the capacity or adequacy of the
few, smaller, existing older parks, in terms of the capacity to address multiple demands for both active and
passive recreation space, within very constrained areas, for a significantly increased population. With
respect, the simple existence of a park, does not mean adequate provision of recreation facilities and, as
the images above demonstrate, in numerous streets, access to a local park within 400 metres is still a work
in progress.

KU-RING-GAI OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION PROGRAMME
IMPLEMENTATION STATUS - September 2020

Balcombe Park, Wahroonga

Cameron Park, Turramurra
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Ku-ring-gai Council has an established reputation for delivery of the new parks for intensive use, for both
active and passive recreation, for all age groups, in the densifying urban context, although this level of

embellishment comes at a significant cost.

The concept designs for Boyds Orchard Park (Turramurra) and Greengate Park (Killara) are included below
underlining the intensive usage of space that needs to be achieved to actually provide access to local parks
in any meaningful sense. Greengate Park was awarded the 2014 NSW Open Space Design and Management

Award by Parks and Leisure Australia.

o
el | ‘ A

FLAT, OPEN
TURF AREA

ALLAN AVE

1200@A3 N_ s

INAL CONCEPT PLAN

Boyds Orchard Park, Allen Avenue, Duff & Holmes Streets Turramurra — Concept Design

Greengate Park, Bruce Avenue Killara — Concept Design

Ku-ring-gai Council 91



The Mid Rise Housing amendments, taken together with the TOD SEPP are expected to facilitate a
significant increase in new residents in the areas around the railway stations with concomitant demands for
additional open space and the upgrade of any existing spaces for much more intensive use. Inadequate
time and resources has been provided for this analysis and for the preparation of a revised contributions
plan.

It must be remembered that units have limited private open space and the importance of local parks
increases commensurately. The images overleaf underline the critical role of Greengate Park in the creation
of a new community in the Bruce Avenue area of Killara which features exactly the type of housing
expected to be reflected on the eastern side of the rail line.

Source Story: Bruce Ave, Killara, residents build community in apartment-lined street
https://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/newslocal/north-shore/bruce-ave-killara-residents-build-community-in-apartmentlined-
street/news-story/4eb1f46e5d07bbc49dbad93372c744b2 (Daily Telegraph May 7, 2015)

One of the apartment blocks on Bruce Ave. e: ELENOR TEDENBORG

The Bruce Ave residents take a selfie for their Facebook page. Picture: ELEN
Source: News Limited Source: News Limited

The role of the public domain

To maintain the existing local parkland provision of 5.84sqm/person has always been understood to be
cost-prohibitive. However, making provision for the acquisition and micro-planned design of compact new
parks in areas of higher density at 2.75sqm/person is considered very much the baseline standard, targeted
to areas of demonstrated inadequacy of provision of local parks within 400 metres walking distance.

To address the impacts of the under-provision of already limited local parkland access, Ku-ring-gai Council
also has a programme of Public Domain upgrades in the local centres. The Productivity Commissioner
briefly references other types of recreation which may occur in the public domain, but there is no
acknowledgement that redesigning streetscapes for a combined pedestrian, cyclist, vehicular and
recreational role, always involved considerable cost.

It is noted that, to date, there still has been no change to the apparent exclusion of public domain works
from the Essential Works List, despite the dual transport and recreation role.

The role of local infrastructure contributions

Local infrastructure contributions are key to local parks and public domain provisions.

As such, the review of the current s7.11 Contributions Plan will either need to retain the benefit of the
exemption from the cap or be an IPART-approved contributions plan. Ku-ring-gai Council is preparing the
groundwork for the current review to be an IPART plan in the expectation that the threshold and any
associated exemptions, will ultimately be phased out. However, it must be appreciated that this is not a
quick process, and it is extremely important that the current contribution rates be “grandfathered” in the
identified precincts until a revised Contributions Plan can be brought into effect.
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16. INFRASTRUCTURE

e No supporting documentation on target population or take up analysis provided to enable
Council to determine the need for supporting local infrastructure, to cost it and to include it in a
revised contributions plan.

e Local infrastructure contributions arising from the immediate uptake of redevelopment will
result in inadequate provision for supporting infrastructure due to the lack of adequate time and
resources to review the Contributions Plans and being properly supported by accurate
infrastructure impact assessment.

e Grandfathering of the current s7.11 Contributions Plan (and its associated rates plus inflation)
until a revised plan can complete the IPART review process.

Infrastructure capacity

Council is concerned about the potential strain on existing social infrastructure, and the impact of a lack of
coordination between State and local governments.

Has there been any investigations to determine capacity of existing infrastructure? Rail ? Water ? Sewer?
Road? Schools ?

Council completed a Community Facilities Strategy in 2018

¢ the Study found Councill has a shortfall of about 10,000sqm of library and community floorspace
¢ Council has planned to deliver these facilities through the various hub projects.

The TOD SEPP would add an estimated 37,000 people not previously accounted for and would result in
increasing the undersupply of community facilities by a further 4,500sgqm to a total of 14,500sqm. The
population increase as a result of the low and mid-rise reform is unknown, but it likely to result in
significant additional increases in population, in addition to the increase as a result for the TOD SEPP, and
would further increase the undersupply of community facilities.

Support for intensive redevelopment requires the funding and delivery of supporting infrastructure. The
existence of railway stations does not mean that all supporting infrastructure is present or adequate.
Community support for intensive redevelopment is reliant on the provision of adequate infrastructure and
the concept that existing residents must subsidise new development while suffering a reduction in
accessibility to road-based transport and parkland has long been a major barrier to new development.

Proper planning and collaboration between state and local agencies will be required to ensure growth
reflects the capacity of the area, and that schools and other social infrastructure are expanded alongside
housing development.

The proposal will significantly impact the purchasing capacity of Council to provide suitable open space
within high density areas due to high costs of land with significantly increased development potential.

Notwithstanding access to heavy rail stations, intensive multi-unit redevelopment also generates additional
demand for pedestrian, cycle and private vehicle infrastructure which the proposal fails to consider in its
blanket one-size-fits all approach.

Local Infrastructure Contributions under s7.11 require extensive supporting documentation in the form of
traffic studies based on development potential and likely take-up rates. No housing targets have been
provided to Ku-ring-ai Council that would provide a solid basis for the essential strategic planning to
support infrastructure planning, including assessment of traffic generation, pedestrian and cyclist demand.
None of the analysis presumed to have been undertaken by the Department of Planning has been made
available and the timeframe for introduction of the changes does not allow for these studies to be
commissioned, let alone undertaken and incorporated within Local Infrastructure Contributions Plans.
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Infrastructure provision
Local provision

Inadequate supporting information on growth and take-up analysis has been provided to support Ku-ring-
gai Council in incorporating the required supporting detail in the review of the current s7.11 Contributions
Plan in a timely manner.

The areas of the Low and Mid-Rise Housing and TODD SEPP do not reflect the current Local Centres
catchments and are therefore subject to different contribution rates and vary as to the application of the
dated $20,000 cap, which will impact cashflow for the provision of local supporting infrastructure.

Supporting new housing with adequate local infrastructure is critical to “density done well”.

The simple existence of a local park, which includes a number of new parks recently provided as a direct
result of s7.11 contributions over the last 15 years, does not mean that park is of adequate size or capacity
to support the needs of further intensive densification of the immediate area. This assumption is deeply
flawed.

The value of the public domain in supplementing inadequate parkland is noted by the Productivity
Commission but no acknowledgement of the cost of upgrading the streetscape to support the amenity of
intensive densification is evident.

No traffic models analysing the impact on existing intersections, particularly intersections accessing the
Pacific Highway, have been provided that would allow council to devise and cost a works programme to
support this redevelopment. The incredibly short time frame to commence construction, renders this
analysis impossible. Local Infrastructure contributions under s7.11 cannot be levied post-consent leaving a
likely funding shortfall for intersection treatments.

State provision

The comments of the Productivity Commissioner cross-referenced in the EIE are noted however they
include no evidence that fine-grained analysis by utility providers (including Sydney Water) or the
Department of Education has been sought or considered. The document seems replete with high-level
assumptions.

The railway in Ku-ring-gai runs along the top of the ridgeline and, as such, does not provide for downhill
flow of water from Sydney’s dams and major reservoirs to this area; an observation which seems to relate
more to the inner west than the lower north.

Ku-ring-gai’s public schools have been at capacity for many years and the opportunity to purchase
additional land for expansion comes at high cost. Much of Roseville and some of Lindfield feeds to
Chatswood High School, which, despite considerable recent capital investment, remains substantially (35%)
over its enrolment cap.

2023 Enrolment Change from
School Name enrolment cap 2023 2019 Type
Chatswood High School 1,763 1,300 241 High
school
Chatswood Public School 1,088 578 -207 Primary

[mpp— £E

Source: MSW Department of Education
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Local infrastructure contributions
Current Status of Local Infrastructure Contributions Plans

Ku-ring-gai Council has both a s7.11 Contributions Plan and a s7.12 Contributions Plan. Both apply to the
entire LGA so that they operate in the same geographic space. However, each applies to different types of
development in such a way as to ensure the plans are mutually exclusive. Importantly, all development
proposals that result in a nett increase in dwellings are subject to the s7.11 Contributions Plan and explicitly
excluded from the s7.12 Contributions Plan. An overriding direction to the contrary would result in
significant confusion in the affected precincts.

The s7.12 Contributions Plan

The s7.12 Contributions Plan was reviewed in 2023, replacing the former s94A Contributions Plan that had
been in effect since 2016. The indirect “fixed percentage levy” contributions system has been specifically
drafted to cater for comparatively small-scale redevelopment in the form of single dwelling alterations and
additions and knockdown rebuilds. It provides an income stream that funds infrastructure that is also local
and small scale in nature such as intersection treatments, local cycleway access and additional facilities in
local parks to cater for increased and changing demand.

The s7.11 Contributions Plan

The s7.11 Contributions Plan is currently under review however, in the absence of any published dwelling
targets to date on which comprehensive studies such as traffic studies could be based, the review is at a
preliminary stage.

This Contributions Plan is especially complex because Ku-ring-gai has an exemption from the $20,000
threshold in the existing Local Centres catchments — areas which were upzoned from 2010 & 2012 — which
also include many of the areas within 800m of Ku-ring-gai’s Railway Stations (but only those areas which
were upzoned at that time). These areas are partially, but not entirely, redeveloped as they were based on
prospective growth until 2031.

The $20,000 threshold — or “cap” — was first established in 2009 and has not ever been inflated over its
nearly fifteen years of operation. Land acquisition costs have increased significantly since that date so the
exempted contributions now exceed the $20,000 threshold by a much more significant amount than when
they were first adopted. Had the NSW Government also inflated the cap by both a land value index (land)
and a Producer Price Index (works), it would likely be between $30,000 and $40,000 in 2024, fifteen years
after it was first published.

The low density areas around these stations that are zoned R2 are outside these identified catchments. This
means that they are subject to the $20,000 cap and, as a result, multi-unit housing in these areas will be
contributing comparatively less towards the cost of providing essential supporting local infrastructure than
the areas that are already zoned for higher density redevelopment that is currently underway. This is
inequitable and undermines the adequate provision of supporting infrastructure.

However, mandating a blanket contribution rate in these precincts that is less than the current
contributions rates, including within the existing Local Centres catchments, would result in a significant
discount of contributions from sites that have already been identified and included in the current s7.11
contributions plan, impacting and destabilising cashflow for works long-since committed to and in an
advanced state of planning and delivery.
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Key Points concerning Local Infrastructure Contributions

e Both s7.11 and s7.12 Contributions Plans are in effect in the Ku-ring-gai LGA.

e The s7.11 Contributions Plan is the plan that applies to all development that involves a nett
increase in the number of dwellings on the site (excepting secondary dwellings which cannot have
separate title).

e Areas already zoned for higher density redevelopment are in Local Centres catchments that have
an exemption from the $20,000 cap.

e The $20,000 cap applies outside the current Local Centres catchments.

e The combined effect of the Low and Mid Rise Housing SEPP and the TOD SEPP will have the effect
of extending the catchment areas that are subject to higher-density residential development
potential.

e The cap exemption is critical for infrastructure delivery in Ku-ring-gai because of the high cost of
land acquisition that could not be accommodated within the cap or via a s7.12 Contributions Plan.

e Despite this exemption, the s7.11 Contributions Plan can still only provide for new local parks at the
rate of 2.75sqm/person which is less than 1/10" of the accepted standard of provision of
28.3sgm/person and approximately half of the then prevailing rate of provision at the time of the
last major rezonings.

e  Ku-ring-gai Council actively delivers new local parks explicitly designed for highly intensive use of
relatively small spaces, having delivered seven so far over the life of the plan.

e The inability to acquire more land for new local open space provision is also addressed by the
provision of public domain works within the existing road reserves to enhance pedestrian use by
way of wider footways and the opportunity for parklets and outdoor dining.

e The current s7.11 contributions also provide for traffic and transport related works including
several new link roads and intersection upgrades.

e The current s7.12 contributions provide for intersection upgrades where identified further away
from the denser local centres and centred on the smaller neighbourhood centres.
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17. LOW-RISE HOUSING — DUAL OCCUPANCIES

e The proposal for wide spread 2-3 storey dual occupancies will result in irreversible and significant
cumulative impacts to the predominant landscape character across huge areas of Ku-ring-gai.

e 2-3 storey dual occupancy development under the proposed non-refusal development standards
and the SEPP pathway, will decimate land across Ku-ring-gai as it removes true merit assessment
under Council’s planning instruments, instruments that apply locally responsive approaches to all
development types.

e |tis only through merit assessment under local planning instruments that any development can
be made to seriously consider site attributes and constraints such as biodiversity, riparian,
bushfire prone land, bushfire evacuation risk areas and European, Aboriginal and natural land
heritage.

e Ku-ring-gai has an average 900sgm lot size. Under the proposed blanket standards this will result
in a total of 4 dwellings per lot instead of the existing single house. Clearly this type of built-upon
area intensification will wipe out land features, including the area’s substantial tree canopy that
is located in private gardens.

e The non-refusal standards will prevent any true and transparent merit assessment that ensures
developers apply due consideration to the land parcel as an infill site, and not as a greenfield site
obliterating all aspects of the land and its context.

e Widespread dual occupancies across all R2 (Low Density Residential) lands will result in
denudation, known to cause downslope runoff and pollution impacts, which threaten both flora
and fauna, and undermine the integrity of soil and root systems.

o Detached dual occupancy, in the proposed form, is essentially small lot subdivision as the
permitted Torrens title subdivision means they are no longer a dual occupancy but a single
dwelling on a single lot. This means that further development in the form of secondary dwellings
can occur on the subdivided site, this further intensifying the land and removing any remaining
landscaped land on the already small open space.

e The proposed floor space ratio, minimum lot size and width and the deep soil targets are
development standards that are in direct conflict with the existing controls in Ku-ring-gai. They
will result in developments that are incredibly dense with limited deep soil landscaping and on
small lots which impact on the ability to retain significant trees and vegetation and provide
dwelling and neighbour amenity.

e The standards are incapable of allowing tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai, to
be retained due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable such large trees
to be re-planted and to grow successfully.

EIE Proposal

The EIE
e describes dual occupancies as
- two dwellings on a single lot, commonly known as duplex or semis;
- can either be attached or detached dwellings:

o Attached: two dwellings attached either side by side or front to back, and share a
common wall.
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o Detached: two dwellings on one lot that are not attached. They can be arranged side by
side or front to back depending on the lot size and configuration.

e allows 1-3 storeys in height (to a maximum 9.5m), and may incorporate a habitable roof;

e permits dual occupancies on all land zoned R2 (Low Density Residential).

Areas where Dual Occupancies will
be permitted

R2 (Low density Residential) Zone

Council Provisions

Dual occupancy housing is not widely permitted within Ku-ring-gai. Currently, dual occupancies are
permitted on a small number of properties which are listed in Schedule 1 of the KLEP 2015. The sites
identified in Schedule 1 for dual occupancy development meet specific criteria:

e Location: located in good proximity to transport, retail and other services
e Access: corner sites that have dual frontages which allow for each dual occupancy to have

separate entrance and street address

e Streetscape: each dual occupancy would have a streetscape appearance of a single large home in
keeping with the local residential context
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e Site area: sites over 1200sgm which enable subdivision into two minimum 550sgm lots for each
dual occupancy able to retain the area’s landscape quality including large canopy trees.

There are also a number of properties within Ku-ring-gai which developed dual occupancies under the NSW
State Government Planning Policy SEPP No.53 Metropolitan Residential Development (SEPP 53) which
overrode Councils local planning controls.

Similar to what is proposed under the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP for dual occupancy development,
SEPP 53 was a ‘blanket’ approach with no consideration of local area issues.

The policy was repealed in 2011 and no longer applies. Many of the developments under SEPP 53 resulted
in significant negative impact on the streetscape, vegetation and existing residential character/amenity
within suburbs of Ku-ring-gai.

The table sets out a comparison of the development standards for dual occupancy development under
Councils KLEP 2015, and what is proposed under the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP.

Steeply sloping land off key ridgelines
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards - Dual Occupancy

KLEP 2015
Schedule 1
Sites

Proposed
Low- and Mid-Rise
Housing SEPP

Comment

Height of
Buildings

9.5m

9.5m *

Consistent.

However, there is nothing to prevent third storey
development and flat roofs that will be problematic in the
expected deluge rainfall events.

Floor Space
Ratio

04:1

0.65:1*%

The proposed increased floor space will result in incredibly
dense development akin to inner city areas. It will dominate
the site and street, and irreversibly wipe out all site attributes
including trees, natural/Aboriginal/European heritage with its
intensification of building footprint site coverage.

Minimum
Lot Width

18m

12m*

The reduction in minimum lot width cancels any opportunity
for sufficient setback areas that address interface and
amenity to neighbouring properties. It also removes ability to
retain and protect site features. The multiple driveways that
will result from the ill-considered standards will decimate
street trees and opportunities to increase canopy on public
land.

Minimum
Car Parking

2 spaces per
dwelling

1 space per dwelling
%

R2 zoned land is mostly located at significant distances from
the train line, shops and services. This will result in a huge
number of new dwellings in areas with poor access to public
transport, and create a high reliance on car use. The reduced
parking will result in greater street parking as many of the
single dwellings will continue to house families with multiple
car ownership.

Minimum
Site Area
(parent lot)

1200sgm
(550sgm per
new
dwelling) —
detached
only

450sgm (225sgm
per new dwelling) —
Detached and
Attached *

The proposed reduction of lot size to 225sqm per dual
occupancy dwelling is completely unacceptable in middle ring
suburbs such as the Ku-ring-gai locality. Subdivision patterns
are integral to the character of an area. The proposed
standard gives no consideration to the widespread
cumulative impacts delivered by these standards. This
smaller lot size will fundamentally and detrimentally change
the character of Ku-ring-gai’s low density suburbs as they are
too small to retain the established landscape quality
including large canopy trees. The predominant character of
built form within garden settings including large canopy trees
will be destroyed. There is no indication of what the
Department desired future character the Department is
aiming for.

Landscaping

Deep Soil —
50-60%
Trees—3
large trees
per dwelling

Deep Soil —15-25%
Trees —1-3 small to

medium trees per
dwelling

Note: not a non-
refusal standard

Deep soil landscaping is a key and important element that
defines Ku-ring-gai’s urban character. The proposed deep soil
landscaping standard is grossly inadequate for Ku-ring-gai
and will make tree planting and retention unviable. The
current practice of poisoning and illegally removing trees and
other site features to ready sites for complying development
will increase under this pathway and the proposed standards.
The proposed provisions apply a greenfield approach of small
landscape planting. The minimal landscaping and “small” tree
provisions show a lack of understanding of this LGA, its
topography and ecological assets. The proposal seeks to
systematically denude the land and create serious long term
impacts on land upstream from National park land and water
catchment areas.

* non-refusal development standard
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards - bual Occupancy

EXISTING OUTCOMES PROPOSED OUTCOMES
KLEP 2015 - Schedule 1 Sites Non-refusal Standards —
Large single house in garden setting appearance Low and Mid Rise Housing SEPP
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Key Considerations

e The proposed blanket one-size fits all and non-refusal standards for dual-occupancy delivery has
failed to demonstrate consideration of impacts relating to land within Ku-ring-gai including:

- Canopy trees on private and public land

- Natural, Aboriginal and European heritage

- Biodiversity, flora and fauna including threatened species

- Streetscape and local character

- Flood risks, bushfire risk and bushfire evacuation risks

- Climate change issues such as heat island effects, heat wave and deluge rainfall
- Stormwater and sewerage issue and their impacts on downslope catchment

e The proposal to enable widespread dual occupancies across Ku-ring-gai, with the minimal non-
refusal standards, will in effect, wipe out the fundamental character of the locality. Ku-ring-gai’s
character is one of built form within high quality garden settings.

e Once detached dual occupancies are Torrens titled subdivided, they are no longer considered a
dual occupancy, but a single dwelling on a single lot. Development of a detached dual occupancy is
essentially a small lot subdivision that will allow future increased development of secondary
dwellings.

e The Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP proposes to permit dual occupancy development in all R2 Low
Density Residential zones across NSW.

e Over 40% of Ku-ring-gai’s land is currently zoned (R2 Low Density Residential). The proposal to
permit dual occupancy development on the predominant 900sgm lot sizes, resulting in 4 dwellings
per block where there was one detached home. Clearly this will have a huge negative impact across
the LGA, delivering a greenfield outcome of ‘sameness’ through land clearing and minimal
standards.

e Delivery of this quantum of housing distant from facilities, public transports, services is poor
planning as it creates isolated communities, particularly elderly people who are likely to downsize
into these types of housing.

e The distances to local centres of this housing typology will increase the volume of car dependant
community distant from public transport. The proposal fails to consider the quantum of vehicles
that will require car parking provision close to the train stations and transport hubs. The provision
and funding of commuter parking must be dealt with transparently by the State government.

e State Government must transparently disclose what infrastructure will be funded and delivered,
including addressing current issues of overflowing sewerage and stormwater within Ku-ring-gai,
and how much housing that infrastructure can support before destroying large tracts of established
urban areas across Sydney.

e Deep soil landscaping is a key seminal element that defines Ku-ring-gai’s character. The drastically
reduced landscaping standards will cumulatively denude the local and wider Sydney area. It will
create systemic downslope issues to catchments, flora and fauna.

e The predominant character of the R2 Low Density Residential areas of Ku-ring-gai is large lots, with
dwellings in a landscaped setting. This smaller lot size will fundamentally change the character of
Ku-ring-gai’s low density suburbs, and are too small to retain the landscape quality and large
canopy trees.

e The proposal refers to low rise housing through the CDC pathway: “The Low Rise Housing Diversity
Code will continue to apply including to areas where low rise typologies are proposed to be
permitted under the reforms”. This is a dangerous application of the existing pathway as the new
typologies have differing impacts. Just because it is called ‘low rise’ does not mean the impacts are
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less. In fact the impacts of low rise are more devastating as they have larger cumulative footprints
that impact biodiversity, soil health, stormwater overland flows.

e The EIE repeatedly states “well designed” however the proposed pathway and the proposed
standards developed with zero underlying modelling, testing, capacity analysis, assessment of the
attributes and constraints of infill areas means there will in actual fact be no ability to ensure these
buildings and the urban areas they create will be of high quality design.

e Cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed landscaped area development standard have the
potential for loss of vegetation and denudation of land across the Six Cities Region, and will
contribute to land surface temperature increases and the urban heat island effects.

e The consideration to include dual occupancies in Ku-ring-gai must be examined in much greater
detail to address the clearly enormous impacts of this typology on the majority of LGA. This must
be led by Council to ensure an informed detailed investigation of land capacity under existing site
attributes and constraints, including modelling and testing of the standards able to be locally
responsive, and consideration of locational factors to determine their best location.
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18. LOW-RISE HOUSING — MANOR HOUSES

e The proposed change in the definition of Manor Houses to remove the cap on a maximum of 4
dwellings will mean ‘manor houses’ will effectively be 2-3 storey residential flat buildings with no
limit to the number of dwellings they contain. However, they will not be subject to the same
standards as other residential flat buildings in terms of design or amenity as SEPP 65 Design
Quality of Residential Apartment Development and the Apartment Design Guide only applies to
buildings that are 3+ storeys tall.

e The proposed floor space ratio, minimum lot size and width and the deep soil targets are
development standards that are in direct conflict with the existing controls in Ku-ring-gai. They
will result in developments that are incredibly dense with limited deep soil landscaping and on
small lots which impact on the ability to retain significant trees and vegetation, provide dwelling
and neighbour amenity and design appropriate basement parking.

e The standards are incapable of allowing tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai, to
be retained due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable such large trees
to be planted and to grow successfully.

EIE Proposal
The EIE

e describes manor houses as two storey apartment blocks and no cap on the number of dwellings
(removes the limitation on the current maximum 4 dwellings);

e allows 1-3 storeys in height (to a maximum 9.5m), and may incorporate a habitable roof;

e permits manor houses on R2 (Low Density Residential) zones within 800m of Roseville, Lindfield,
Killara, Gordon, Pymble, Turramurra, Warrawee, Wahroonga railway stations, and 800 m within the
St Ives centre.
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Council Provisions

While Ku-ring-gai does not have any specific development standards for Manor House development, the
standards proposed under the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP are inconsistent with the controls that guide
development in the R2 (Low Density Residential) zone and would result in significant departure from the
predominant urban character.

Manor Houses are currently permitted within Ku-ring-gai under Part 3B Low Rise Housing Diversity Code
(Exempt and Complying Development SEPP) within the R3 Medium Density Residential zone and a and the
Exempt and Complying SEPP defines them as follows:

manor house means a residential flat building containing 3 or 4 dwellings, where-
(a) each dwelling is attached to another dwelling by a common wall or floor, and

(b) atleast 1 dwelling is partially or wholly located above another dwelling, and

(c) the building contains no more than 2 storeys (excluding any basement).

Examples of Manor House Development enabled by Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
Pseudo 2-storey apartment blocks of indeterminate sizes
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards - Manor Houses

KLEP 2015
Schedule 1
Sites

Proposed
Low- and Mid-
Rise Housing
SEPP

Comment on Consistency

Height of
Buildings

9.5m

9.5m*

Comparable. However there is nothing to prevent third storey
development and flat roofs that will be problematic in the
expected deluge rainfall events.

Floor Space
Ratio

0.3:11-0.4:1

0.8:1%*

The proposed significant increase in floor space will result in
incredibly dense development akin to inner city areas. It will
dominate the site and street, and irreversibly wipe out all site
attributes including trees, natural/Aboriginal/European
heritage with intensification of building site coverage.

Minimum
Lot Width

18m

12m*

The reduction in minimum lot width cancels any opportunity
for sufficient setback areas that address interface and amenity
to neighbouring properties. It removes ability to retain and
protect site features. The multiple driveways that will result
from the ill-considered standards will decimate street trees
and opportunities to increase canopy on public land.

Minimum
Car Parking

2 spaces per
dwelling

0.5 space per
dwelling*

Location within 800m of Stations and Town Centre precincts
this will ensure they have access to public transport, shops and
services within walking distance. However, reduced car parking
requirement is not reflective of car ownership patterns where
residents own at least 1 car to travel across Sydney and NSW,
more where there are multiple bedrooms housing multiple
drivers. Elderly residents typically do not walk/catch public
transport to do their shopping. Street parking will become
problematic. This issue speaks to the necessity for clear
demographic projections to determine the population that this
typology seeks to target.

Minimum
Site Area

790sgm —
930sgm

500sgm*

Subdivision patterns are integral to the character of an area.
The proposed standard gives no consideration to the
widespread cumulative impacts delivered by these standards.
This smaller lot size will fundamentally and detrimentally
change the character of Ku-ring-gai’s low density suburbs as
they are too small to retain the established landscape quality
including large canopy trees. The predominant character of
built form within garden settings including large canopy trees
will be destroyed. There is no indication of what desired future
character the Department is aiming for.

Landscaping

Deep Soil — 50-
60%

Trees — 3 large
trees per
dwelling

Deep Soil — 20-
30%

Trees —1-2 small
to medium
trees per
dwelling

Deep soil landscaping is a key and important element that
defines Ku-ring-gai’s urban character. The proposed deep soil
landscaping standard is grossly inadequate for Ku-ring-gai and
will make tree planting and retention unviable. The current
practice of poisoning and illegally removing trees and other site
features to ready sites for complying development will increase
under this pathway and the proposed standards. The proposed
provisions apply a greenfield approach of minimal landscape
planting. The minimal landscaping and “small” tree provisions
show a lack of understanding of this LGA, its topography and
ecological assets. The proposal seeks to systematically denude
the land and create serious long term impacts on land
upstream from National Park land and water catchment areas.

* non-refusal development standard
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards — Manor Houses

EXISTING OUTCOMES
KLEP 2015
Large single house appearance

PROPOSED OUTCOMES
Non-refusal Standards —
Low and Mid Rise Housing SEPP
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Key Considerations

e The proposed blanket one-size fits all and non-refusal standards for manor house delivery has
failed to demonstrate consideration of impacts relating to land within Ku-ring-gai including:

- Canopy trees on private and public land

- Natural, Aboriginal and European heritage

- Biodiversity, flora and fauna including threatened species

- Streetscape and local character

- Flood risks, bushfire risk and bushfire evacuation risks

- Climate change issues such as heat island effects, heat wave and deluge rainfall
- Stormwater and sewerage issue0 and their impacts on downslope catchment

e The EIE states that “Multi-dwelling housing and manor houses can be designed to comfortably sit
within a freestanding house neighbourhood without significantly changing character and offering a
diverse and affordable option” (EIE p.22). However, in reality the proposed non refusal
development standards for Manor House developments will result in a building typology and built
form that is incredibly dense and visually dominant on small lots and with limited deep soil
landscaping which is in complete contrast to the predominant local character.

e The proposed change in definition to Manor Houses to remove the cap on a maximum of 4
dwellings will mean ‘manor houses’ will effectively be 2-3 storey residential flat buildings with no
limit to the number of dwellings they contain. At the same time, they will not be subject to the
same standards which as other residential flat buildings in terms of design or amenity as SEPP 65
Design Quality of Residential Apartment Development and the Apartment Design Guide only
applies to buildings that are 3+ storeys tall.

e The ADG should only be amended to include the consideration of 2-storey apartment buildings to
accommodate the removal of the 4 dwellings/manor house cap that converts them into 2-3 storey
apartments.

e The proposal refers to low rise housing through the CDC pathway: “The Low Rise Housing Diversity
Code will continue to apply including to areas where low rise typologies are proposed to be
permitted under the reforms”. This is a dangerous application of the existing pathway as the new
typologies have differing impacts. Just because it is called ‘low rise’ does not mean the impacts are
less. In fact the impacts of low rise are more devastating as they have larger cumulative footprints
that impact biodiversity, soil health, stormwater overland flows.

e The Low Rise Housing Diversity Design Guide is an existing document developed as part of the low
rise housing code. It includes one for Complying Development, and one for DAs to help Councils
assess manor houses and terraces until Councils develop their own locally responsive controls in
their DCP. Councils must be allowed to develop locally responsive controls that ensure integrated
infill development, including investigating provisions for any desired future character.

e The EIE repeatedly states “well designed” however the proposed pathway and the proposed
standards developed with zero underlying modelling, testing, capacity analysis, assessment of the
attributes and constraints of infill areas means there will in actual fact be no ability to ensure these
buildings and the urban areas they create will be of high quality design.

e Due to Ku-ring-gai’s ageing population projected to continue to grow in Council’s exhibited Housing
Strategy, Council requires all medium and high density development to be 100% accessible within
the dwellings and across the land from street to dwelling entry under the Liveable Housing Design
Guidelines. The proposal has no requirement for accessibility of dwellings within a Manor House
nor across the site, noting that land within Ku-ring-gai is often steep or sloping. This again speaks to
the lack of information in the proposal on demographic projections which determine what
population the dwellings are being built for.
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19. LOW-RISE HOUSING — MULTI-DWELLING HOUSING-TERRACES/TOWNHOUSES

e 2-3 storey terrace/townhouse style development will have the greatest impact in Ku-ring-gai as it
prioritises at-grade car parking deep within the site. It will result in multiple driveway cross overs
along a short distance within the streetscape. These have an adverse impact on the protection of
existing and diminishing landscape, including trees, both on the street and in the small front
setback areas.

e The proposed FSR does not allow for appropriate setbacks and deep soil areas. This will have a
significant impact on amenity and protection of biodiversity in the area, with multiple demands
limiting the biodiversity and ecological benefits that will be provided by the small amount of
deep soil areas retained on site.

e The standards are incapable of allowing tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai, to
be retained due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable such large trees
to be planted and to grow successfully.

EIE proposal

e describes multi-dwelling houses and multi-dwelling housing (terraces) as residential developments
that have three or more dwellings on a single lot with each dwelling having access at ground level.
It includes terraces and townhouses, but does not include apartment buildings.

e allows 1-3 storeys in height (to a maximum 9.5m), and may incorporate a habitable roof;

e permits multi-dwelling housing and multi-dwelling housing (terraces) on R2 (Low Density
Residential) zones within 800m of Roseville, Lindfield, Killara, Gordon, Pymble, Turramurra,
Warrawee, Wahroonga railway stations, and 800 m within the St Ives centre.
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Council Provisions

Multi-dwelling housing and Multi-dwelling housing (terraces) are currently permitted within Ku-ring-gai in
the R3 (Medium Density Residential) and R4 (High Density Residential) zone.

Council has generally used the R3 Medium Density Residential zone and the resulting built form of 3 storey
townhouses as a transition between areas of high density (5 storey) and low density single dwellings.

Examples of Multi-dwelling housing (terraces / townhouses) development in Ku-ring-gai
Dwellings in garden settings with substantial deep soil and tall canopy trees.

Examples of Multi-dwelling housing (terraces / townhouses)development enabled by Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards
Multi-dwelling housing (terraces / townhouses)

Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards -

KLEP 2015 Proposc'ed L?w- Proposed
Note: only and IYIld-Rlse Loyv- a.nd .
T Housing SEPP Mid-Rise Comment on Consistency
Gl ER L (Multi-dwelling | Housing SEPP
R3 Zone q
Housing) —Terraces
Height of 11.5m 9.5m 9.5m Council allows 3 storey development, but only
Buildings within the R3 zones not the R2 zone as proposed.
Floor Space | 0.8:1 0.7:1 0.7:1 The floor space ratio is comparable; however,
Ratio Councils controls allow the floor space to be
spread across three stories, not two as proposed -
resulting in significantly greater building
footprints/site coverage, limit landscaped deep
soil areas and retention of significant trees.
Minimum 24m 12m 18m The proposed minimum lot width is half that
Lot Width required by Council. The minimum lot width
required by Council ensure sites are of sufficient
dimension to provide space for generous deep
soil landscaping and setbacks for amenity and
preservation of the predominant local character.
Minimum 1 space per 1 per dwelling | 0.5 space Comparable but low for terraces. These will likely
Car Parking dwelling per dwelling | be similar to townhouse bedroom numbers.
Minimum 1200sgm 600sgm 500sgm Significantly smaller minimum site areas are
Site Area proposed. Councils 1200sgm requirement
maintains the predominant local character of
large lots with sufficient space for generous
landscaped areas and setbacks, to ensure the
amenity of adjoining properties. No minimum
site area will allow developments on any lot size,
resulting in poor development outcomes e.g.
difficultly in providing basement parking, poor
amenity for dwellings and adverse impacts to
adjoining properties and the streetscape.
Landscaping | Deep soil -40- | Note: EIE does | Deep Soil — The proposed deep soil target is significantly less
50% not specify for | 20-30% than Councils required 40-50%. Deep soil
Trees — Multi Dwelling | Trees — landscaping is a key and important element that
dependent on | Housing. Only | <1000sgqm — | defines Ku-ring-gai’s urban character. The
lot size Multi Dwelling | 1 per reduced landscaping standards will have a
1200 sqm —1 Housing 300sgm or particularly negative impact on the urban
per 400sqm of | (Terraces) part thereof | character of Ku-ring-gai. The proposed deep soil
site area or Deep Soil — 1000- landscaping standard is grossly inadequate for
part thereof 20-30% 3000sgm —1 | Ku-ring-gai and will not result in trees being
1201- Trees — per 200sqm | viable due the high probability they will be
1800sgm — 1 <1000sgm —1 | or part removed, or replaced with smaller planting.
per 350sqm of | per 300sgm or | thereof Cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed
site area or part thereof 3000+sgm — | landscaped area development standard have the
part thereof 1000- 2 medium or | potential for loss of vegetation across the Six
1801+sgm—1 | 3000sgm —1 1 large per Cities Region, and will contribute to land surface
per 300sqm of | per 200sgm or | 350sqm or temperature increases and the urban heat sink
site area or part thereof part thereof | effect.
part thereof 3000+sgm — 2
medium or 1
large per
350sgm or

part thereof

* non-refusal development standard
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards
Multi-dwelling housing (terraces / townhouses)

EXISTING OUTCOMES
KLEP 2015

Basement parking and deep soil provisions

PROPOSED OUTCOMES
Non-refusal Standards —
Low and Mid Rise Housing SEPP
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Key considerations

The proposed blanket one-size fits all and non-refusal standards for multi-dwelling housing and
multi-dwelling housing (terraces) delivery has failed to demonstrate consideration of impacts
relating to land within Ku-ring-gai including:

- Canopy trees on private and public land

- Natural, Aboriginal and European heritage

- Biodiversity, flora and fauna including threatened species

- Streetscape and local character

- Flood risks, bushfire risk and bushfire evacuation risks

- Climate change issues such as heat island effects, heat wave and deluge rainfall
- Stormwater and sewerage issue and their impacts on downslope catchment

2-3 storey terrace/townhouse style development will have the greatest impact in Ku-ring-gai as it
prioritises at-grade car parking deep within the site. It will result in multiple driveway cross overs
along a short distance within the streetscape. These have an adverse impact on the protection of
existing and diminishing landscape, including trees, both on the street and in the small front
setback areas.

The proposed FSR does not allow for appropriate setbacks and deep soil areas. This will have a
significant impact on amenity and protection of biodiversity in the area, with multiple demands
limiting the biodiversity and ecological benefits that will be provided by the small amount of deep
soil areas retained on site.

The standards are incapable of retaining tall canopy trees of the type prevalent in Ku-ring-gai and
central to the area character due to built form intruding into the root system, nor will they enable
such large trees to be planted and to grow successfully due to the extremely limited deep soil area.
Canopy removal will not affect the long standing area character, but also severely impact the ability
to reduce urban heat island effects.

The proposal refers to low rise housing through the CDC pathway: “The Low Rise Housing Diversity
Code will continue to apply including to areas where low rise typologies are proposed to be
permitted under the reforms”. This is a dangerous application of the existing pathway as the new
typologies have differing impacts. Just because it is called ‘low rise’ does not mean the impacts are
less. In fact the impacts of low rise are more devastating as they have larger cumulative footprints
that impact biodiversity, soil health, stormwater overland flows.

The Low Rise Housing Diversity Design Guide is an existing document developed as part of the low
rise housing code. It includes one for Complying Development, and one for DAs to help Councils
assess manor houses and terraces until Councils develop their own locally responsive controls in
their DCP. Councils must be allowed to develop locally responsive controls that ensure integrated
infill development, including investigating provisions for any desired future character.

The EIE repeatedly states “well designed” however the proposed pathway and the proposed
standards developed with zero underlying modelling, testing, capacity analysis, assessment of the
attributes and constraints of infill areas means there will in actual fact be no ability to ensure these
buildings and the urban areas they create will be of high quality design.
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20. MID-RISE HOUSING — RESIDENTIAL FLAT BUILDINGS

e The proposed building typology and density is incompatible with the local urban character.

e The proposed building height of 21 m and FSR of 3:1 will likely result in a building footprint
covering a very high proportion of the site (70-75%) meaning no front or side setbacks and
minimal rear setbacks.

e The proposed controls represent a mismatch in maximum floor space ratio and maximum
building height and context. The resulting building typology is not suitable for suburban streets
and is inappropriate for suburban infill context.

e Lack of minimum lot size will allow incremental and piece meal development in these streets
resulting in single houses being left adjoining or surrounded by 7 storey + buildings.

e Lack of minimum lot width requirements will result in poor development outcomes for site with
no space for landscaping, tree retention, impact on buildings proportions, impact on basement
design, and result in multiple vehicle cross overs in close proximity along a street.

e FSR of 3:1 is unlikely to allow for setbacks, communal open space and deep soil requirements to
be achieved. This will have a significant impact on amenity and protection of biodiversity in the
area, with multiple demands limiting the biodiversity and ecological benefits that will be
provided by the small amount of deep soil areas retained on site.

e Deep soil provisions are significantly less than required by Council’s DCP.

e Lowering the design standards in the ADG to accommodate this flawed mid-rise housing model
will result in a decreased design quality for all new apartments across NSW.

EIE proposal

e describes mid-rise housing as:
- residential flat buildings, being building r
containing three or more homes; and two ;’
storeys or more; and at least one dwelling f
must not have direct access at the ground

level. L

- shop-top housing., being a building that o =
contains one or more apartments; and must s ==
be located above ground floor shops or other /
commercial uses. %

e Allows 3-6 storeys in height.; i\%‘

- 4-5 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones @
within 400 to 800m of a railway station or 5’%
town centre precinct.; and A5

- 6-7 storey residential flat buildings in R3 zones @%’
and shop-top housing in E1 and MU1 zones
within 400m of a railway station or town Areas where Residential Flat Buildings will be
centre precinct. permitted

Il 400m from centres

e Permits residential flat buildings on all R3 Medium 800m from centres

Density zoned land within 800m of Station and
Town Centre Precincts. There is no change proposed to
the existing permissibility of shop-top housing.
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Council Provisions

Residential flat buildings are currently permitted within the R4 High Density Residential zone and Shop-top
Housing is permitted within the R4 High Density Residential zone, E1 Local Centre zone and MU1 Mixed Use

zone.

The Ku-ring-gai LEP 2015 contains a number of requirements regarding minimum lot size and minimum lot
widths for both these development types to encourage lot consolidation to avoid isolated sites, as well as

to ensure sites are of sufficient size to enable generous deep soil landscaping, setbacks and tree retention,
as well as to ensure buildings have good proportions.

The below table sets out a comparison of the development standards for residential flat building and shop-
top housing development under Councils KLEP 2015, and what is proposed under the Low and Mid-Rise

Housing SEPP.
Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards
Shop-top housing and Residential Flat Buildings
KLEP 2015 Proposed Low- | Proposed Low- Consistency
s iy and Mid-Rise and Mid-Rise
sl i Housing SEPP — | Housing SEPP —
within 400m 400-800m
R4, E1, and MU1 . .
Stations/Centre | Stations/Centres
zone
Height of Residential flat 21m 16m Increase in building height of residential
Buildings buildings — range flat buildings — Councils controls permit a
of 11.5m to 3-5 storey development and the
17.5m proposed non refusal standard of 21m
within 400m of station/centres will allow
Shop-top
. 6 storey developments.
Housing — range
11.5m to 38.5m
depending on
centre and site
Floor Space | Residential Flat 3:1 2:1 There is a significant difference between
Ratio buildings — range Councils permitted FSR and the non-
of0.8:1t01.3:1 refusal standard under the SEPP. The
additional floor space allowed will mean
that these developments will be
incredibly dense and visual dominating
on the site.
Minimum Residential Flat Om Om The minimum lot widths required by
Lot Width buildings - Sites Council ensure sites are of sufficient
less than dimension to provide:
1800sqm —24m Residential Flat buildings — space for
Sites 1800sgm or landscaping and setbacks for amenity
more —30m and local character
Shop-top Shop-top housing — ensuring buildings
Housing —20m have an appropriate horizontal
proportion comparted to their vertical
proportion, ensure vehicle access to sites
is reasonably spaced and separated long
roads and to provide appropriate
dimensions for the design of basement
car parking.
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards
Shop-top housing and Residential Flat Buildings

No minimum lot width requirements will
result in poor development outcomes for
site — no space for landscaping, tree
retention, impact on buildings
proportions, impact on basement design,
and result in multiple vehicle cross overs
in close proximity along a street.

Minimum
Site Area

Residential flat
buildings -
1200sgm

Osgm

Osgm

No minimum site area is proposed to be
required for development of residential
flat buildings and shop-top housing.
Council requires a minimum site area of
1200sgm which maintains the
predominant local character of large lots,
and ensure sufficient space for generous
landscaped areas and setbacks to ensure
the amenity of adjoining properties as
well as ensuing lot consolidation.

The lack of minimum lot size will allow
incremental and piece meal
development in these streets resulting in
single houses being left adjoining or
surrounded by 7 storey + buildings

Landscaping

40-50%

15-20%

15-20%

The proposed deep soil target is
significantly less than Councils required
40-50%. Deep soil landscaping is a key
and important element that defines Ku-
ring-gai’s urban character. The reduced
landscaping standards will have a
particularly negative impact on the urban
character of Ku-ring-gai. The proposed
deep soil landscaping standard is grossly
inadequate for Ku-ring-gai and will not
result in trees being viable due the high
probability they will be removed, or
replaced with smaller planting.
Cumulative impacts resulting from the
proposed landscaped area development
standard have the potential for loss of
vegetation across the Six Cities Region,
and will contribute to land surface
temperature increases and the urban
heat sink effect.
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Standards — Manor Houses

EXISTING OUTCOMES PROPOSED OUTCOMES
KLEP 2015 Non-refusal Standards —
Large single house appearance Low and Mid Rise Housing SEPP
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Key considerations

Built Form

The proposed building height of 21 m and FSR of 3:1 within a 400m station and town centre
precincts will likely result in a building footprint covering a very high proportion of the site (70-75%)
meaning no front or side setbacks and minimal rear setbacks:

°  Producing a continuous urban building form

°  Severely constraining on-site tree planting & landscaping opportunities
°  Constraining provision of communal open space

°  Resulting in minimal or zero building separation

°  Resulting in privacy impacts

°  Producing poor internal amenity, with resultant buildings unable to comply with ADG or SEPP
65

These issues will be further compounded by the absence of any minimum lot size or lot
width/frontage controls.

The proposed building controls (height 21m and FSR of 3:1) are consistent with the perimeter block
apartment typology referenced in the ADG (page 168). The ADG notes this typology as appropriate
for a “Former industrial area under transition into urban neighbourhood; the site is located on a
street corner and surrounded by industrial sheds and several new apartment buildings”.

ADG Diagram Perimeter Block Apartments

Council has undertaken modelling to demonstrate how the proposed controls do not work on
typical blocks within the Station and Town Centre Precincts of in Ku-ring-gai. The proposed controls
represent a mismatch in maximum floor space ration and maximum building height and context.
The proposed building typology is not suitable for suburban streets and is inappropriate for
suburban infill context.

Taim iaim

|| R, | v =T '

[

Council Modelling of Development Standards - Two Party Walls, Four Party Walls and One Part Wall

Ku-ring-gai Council 118



o The lack of minimum lot size will allow incremental and piece meal development in these streets
resulting in single houses being left adjoining or surrounded by 7 storey + buildings as can be seen
in the following examples on Wilga Street in Burwood.

Example of outcomes of proposal — single dwelling houses being

replaced with 6 storey apartment development built to the

property boundary Wilga Street Burwood

2007

2015

Example of outcomes of proposal — single dwelling houses being replaced with 6 storey apartment development built
to the property boundary Wilga Street Burwood

e The proposed development controls do not work in a suburban residential context:

o

o

o

o

No side setbacks

Blank party walls to neighbours

Apartments with no external windows

internal light wells for natural light

No natural ventilation

No minimum parking requirement

Lot width would make it difficult to accommodate adequate basement parking
Not compliant with ADG

e The analysis of the proposed mid-rise apartment model demonstrates that there is a disconnect
between with a height of 21m and an FSR of 3.0:1. It will result in residential flat buildings
containing apartments very low amenity that cannot comply with the ADG as well as a very a poor
urban form. The 21m and 3.0:1 combination may work for shop-top housing in a town centre
setting with ground floor commercial floor space and active street frontages. However, it cannot
work in a straight residential flat building typology and should be reviewed.
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e The Apartment Design Guide - Appendix 4 — Apartment Building Types provides example schemes
for apartment typologies suitable for suburban infill sites in locations with a single street frontage
(no rear lane). These examples are notably lower in building height and density than the proposed
non-refusal development standards. Both typologies provide front setback consistent with
established pattern in street; side setbacks of 3-4m; and rear setbacks of 6m-10m. (ADG page 158
& page 160). Both examples have deep soil provision of 35-40% (ADG page 158 & 160).

02

Row apartments

il T K
L

Row apariment types are moedular and can be adapted to fit various
site widths. They are well suited to wide, shallow lots and typically have

2-3 apartments accessed off one common access core

01

Narrow infill
apartment

Proposed development - Streat elevation

3.4.3.1
Row Apartments

® FSR 1.0:1 & height 3-4
storeys (ADG page 160)

¢ ADG identifies this
typology as suitable for
a context where “a
consolidation of three
narrow residential lots,
located in a suburban
area undergoing an
increase in density with
a mix of detached,
duplex, terrace and
apartment buildings”
(ADG, page 160)

3.4.3.2
Narrow Infill
Apartments

e FSR1.0:1 & height
3-4 storeys

¢ ADG identifies this
typology as suitable for
a context where
“Suburban infill site in
an area undergoing
transition from detached
dwellings to residential
flat buildings; the site is
a consolidation of two
detached housing lots”
(ADG page 158)
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Proposed ADG Amendments

The ADG been crucial in improving the design quality of apartments in NSW. The Department’s proposal to
amended ADG provisions to ‘reflect the unique design challenges of mid-rise buildings’ is of great concern.
The ADG will continue to apply to all apartment design across NSW and not just within Station and Town
Centre Precinct areas proposed under the Low and mid-rise housing EIE. Lowering the design standards in
the ADG to accommodate this flawed mid-rise housing model will result in a decreased design quality for all
new apartment across the State.

The ADG should not, and does not need to be, amended for either the Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP or
the SEPP TOD to operate.

If the Department must include variations to ADG design criteria to accommodate mid-rise housing, the
changes should apply to Station and Town Centre Precincts only and should be located in the SEPP only.

A precedent for how this could work is along the lines of SEPP Housing Clause 75 for build-to-rent. The SEPP
could even nominate numerics where required (building separations, communal open space and
landscaping).

Examples of Residential Flat Buildings and Shop-top housing Development in Ku-ring-gai
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Examples of Residential Flat Building and Shop-top Housing development enabled by Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP
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21. STATION AND TOWN CENTRE PRECINCTS

e The proposal lacks understanding of local centre hierarchy and applies its one-size fits all
approach to the development of Ku-ring-gai local centres.

e Only Centres identified in LSPS (Gordon, Turramurra, Lindfield and St Ives) are suitable for
additional housing and should be considered as Town Centre Precincts for the purpose of Low
and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP (these are the only centres that contain the appropriate level of
goods, services and amenities).

e There is no clear mapping that clarifies the exact boundary by cadastre of the 400m and 800m
boundary lines to give certainty to landowners and prevent land consolidation outside the
specified boundary.

The proposed Low and Mid-Rise Housing SEPP will apply to Station and Town Centre Precincts and
proposes to define this area as:

e within the Six Cities Region; and
e 800m walking distance of a heavy rail, metro or light rail station; or
e 800m walking distance of land zoned E2 Commercial Centre or SP5 Metropolitan Centre; or

e 800m walking distance of land zoned E1 Local Centre or MU1 Mixed Use but only if the zone
contains a wide range of frequently needed goods and services such as full line supermarkets,
shops and restaurants.

There is no clear mapping that clarifies the exact boundary by cadastre of the 400m and 800m boundary
lines to give certainty to landowners and prevent land consolidation outside the specified boundary.

The EIE states the Department of Planning is seeking input from Councils to determine which E1 and MU1
centres contain an appropriate level of goods, services and amenities to be included.

Only Centres identified in LSPS (Gordon, Turramurra, Lindfield and St lves) determined on evidence as
suitable for additional housing should be considered as Town Centre Precincts for the purpose of Low and
Mid-Rise Housing SEPP (i.e. these are the only centres that contain the appropriate level of goods, services
and amenities).

Approval pathways
Development Assessment (DA)

e Non refusal development standards and conflicts with existing local LEP and DCP controls. The EIE
states “all other applicable planning controls in Local Environmental Plans and Development
Control Plans such as heritage and environment considerations will continue to apply to the extent
they are not inconsistent with these provisions”. This effectively pays lip-service to local provisions
that ensure true infill development considerations, but effectively sterilises their ability to influence
the development outcome.

e Non refusal development standards restrict Council’s ability to modify or refuse inappropriate
development. The non-refusal standards empower developers to clear land and deliver basic
bottom line poor standards of development.

e The Low Rise Housing Diversity Design Guide is an existing document developed as part of the low
rise housing code. It includes one for Complying Development, and one for DAs to help Councils
assess manor houses and terraces until Councils develop their own locally responsive controls in
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their DCP. Councils must be allowed to develop locally responsive controls that ensure integrated
infill development, including investigating provisions for any desired future character.

Complying Development Certificate (CDC)

e The proposal refers to low rise housing through the CDC pathway: “The Low Rise Housing Diversity
Code will continue to apply including to areas where low rise typologies are proposed to be
permitted under the reforms”. This is a dangerous application of the existing pathway as the new
typologies have differing impacts. Just because it is called ‘low rise’ does not mean the impacts are
less. In fact the impacts of low rise are more devastating as they have larger cumulative footprints
that impact biodiversity, soil health, stormwater overland flows.

lll-considered approach

e The proposal applies ill-considered parameters that will undoubtedly result in even greater future
costs as a result of development delivered under the blanket provisions and non-refusal standards
and no transparency on infrastructure assessment, renewal and augmentation.

e The proposal is only interested in providing dwelling numbers for a short term gain, this in spite of
the inevitable medium and long term costs of infrastructure requirements, social issues and
environmental issues that are known to result from ill-considered poorly planned development.

e The actual savings on infrastructure costs are highly questionable especially as no evidence of any
investigation of local infrastructure capacity has been provided in a transparent manner. The broad
brush findings of the Productivity Commission cannot be applied to all local areas regardless. They
are deceptive in their portrayal of actual on the ground infrastructure conditions.

e The proposal is rezoning by stealth — rezoning land for higher density without going through a
rezoning process that considers multiple issues and impacts, and by-passing transparent public
consultation. The proposal undermines the basis of strategic planning and is inconsistent with the
planning priorities set out in the North District Plan and Council’s Local Strategic Planning
Statement.

e The one-size fits all approach will clearly destroy high quality integrated local centres with quality
built form requirements and landscaping provisions.

Design Quality

e The EIE repeatedly states “well designed” however the proposed pathway and the proposed
standards developed with zero underlying modelling, testing, capacity analysis, assessment of the
attributes and constraints of infill areas means there will in actual fact be no ability to ensure these
buildings and the urban areas they create will be of high quality design.

Dwelling Amenity

e The proposal makes reference to changes to the ADG
to reflect these poor standards. The ADG should
remain in place as is without the diminishing of its
standards and the ability to integrate those standards
with locally responsive local controls.

- The ADG should only be amended to include the
consideration of 2-storey apartment buildings to
accommodate the removal of the 4
dwellings/manor house cap that converts them
into 2-3 storey apartments.

Mixed-use development at Lindfield with rear
landscaped private communal open space
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Changes to NSW Housing Policy 2024

Community Engagement report

Introduction

In response to the release of the NSW Government Housing policy documents ‘Explanation
of Intended Effect: Changes to create low-and mid-rise housing’ and ‘Transport Oriented
Development (TOD) program’in December 2023, Council has undertaken an extensive
process of communications and engagement with the Ku-ring-gai community to raise
awareness on the state government housing policy which will have a significant impact on
Ku-ring-gai and its community.

This report provides a summary of these activities, specifically detailing community feedback
captured via the survey.

Engagement and communications mechanisms employed

To promote the project and opportunities for involvement Council used the following
communications methods:

e Council website (krg.nsw.gov.au)

¢ Information leaflet sent to all properties (rate payers and occupiers) — Approx 48K
and placed in Council buildings.

e E-newsletters (including Ku-ring-gai -news, Your Say Enews, Business Enews,
Special Enews)

e Direct email (user groups, local residents)

e Social Media (Facebook, NextDoor, LinkedIn)

e Public information session (hybrid online and in-person)

e Media releases



Communications and engagement snapshot

Communications reach Engagement Participation High level feedback insights Survey result observations

« 48K flyer mailout (residential e 508 attended 31 January 1. Significant oppositiqn to e 75% oppose proposals (63%
and business ratepayers and public forum (144 in person, proposals reflected in survey strongly). 22% support.
occupiers 364 online) result§ e Proposals rejected across all

« 23,388 project webpage visits  * 5307 survey responses (the 2. Considerable concerns groups measured. Renters
(6 January — 16 February). largest opt in survey in past 10 expressed by the community more supportive but still

¢ 36K + E-newsletter subscribers years in l_(g-ring-gai) - Peak about th.e plans at:. : oppose (57% oppose vs 31%

« 3k reach on Facebook posts daily participation 929 e the public information session support.)

« 2388 impressions on NextDoor responses on 15 February ° iq onIing community . e Allowing terraces,

s . ) e 7K+plus clicks on Enews discussions on social media townhouses and two storey

715 |mpreSS|.ons on Llnkgdln articles. (including community apartment blocks near

° ,774 regl_stratlons. for public Facebook pages) and railway stations is the most
|nformat|on ses§|9n 31 Janlljary multiple community popular part of proposals.

* ?(;%Zrlzvglorz?éaénéeaﬁzt ‘gg& campaigns of opposition ‘Allowing mid-rise (6-7 storey)
Channgl 9, Channel 7, Channel being launched apartment blocks and shop-
10, Sydney Morning Herald, e Other discussions with top housing near other local
Daily Telegraph, The Guardian, community groups and centres is least popular.

Sky News. individuals. e Negative impacts on traffic,

parking and trees were of
most concern.



Survey

The survey was designed to capture feedback on the proposed policy changes, gauging the
opinions about the different parts of the proposals, their predicted impact on important
factors in Ku-ring-gai and on the package of reforms overall. Participants were also asked to
provide information about where they lived, the type of house and tenure as well as age to
gauge the opinions of different sections of the community.

The survey was offered online and promoted widely via all the communication channels
mentioned above.

5307 surveys were completed. Not all participants answered all the questions.

Note that as the survey was entirely opt-in, with results only indicative of the opinions of
those actively engaged in the process.

Survey participants

Age

The largest group of survey participants was over 65 with 45-54 being the second largest
age group. 72% of respondents indicated they were over 45 years old. This indicates that
the survey is skewed towards an older demographic with over 45’s representing 47% of the
actual Ku-ring-gai population.

30% 5
25% 26%
25%
21%
15%
10%
6%

0%
0% — . . . . .

Under18  18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Figure 1 - Participant age

Where participants live

Lindfield was the most represented residential suburb 12% followed by St Ives and Killara at
11%, and then Turramurra, Roseville and Gordon at 10%.



14%
12%

11%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

Figure 2 - Participant residential suburb

Home type and tenure

Participants were asked which type of home they lived in and their housing tenure. The vast
majority (84%) indicated they lived in a standalone house and 95% indicated they either fully
owned or lived in a mortgaged property.

Home type Housing tenure
90% —34% 60%
54%
80% -
70% - 50% -
60% - 41%
50% - 40% -
40% -
30% - 30% -
20% - 12%
10% - 3% 5% 1% 20% -
O% i T - T T
10% -
Q N -Q N
\\°\\? e\A\\ cé(\é\ \060\ 0‘\\@ 4% 2%
& & & 0% - — =
Qb’b N C}" Fully Mortgage Renting Other
<2 <90
S owned

Figure 3 - Participant home type

Figure 4 - Participant housing tenure




Survey results

A summary of survey results is outlined below. Verbatim open text responses are included in
Appendix 1.

Q1) Ku-ring-gai Council recently sent information to residents about changes to
housing policies proposed by the NSW Government. Have you seen and read this
information?

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% A

0% -

89%

9%

Yes No Don't know

Figure 5 - Read materials?



Q2) The following are the key changes proposed under the new housing policies.
Please indicate your level of support or opposition for these changes.

This question sought opinions on the key elements outlined in the proposals:

e Allowing dual occupancies (two dwellings on the same lot) in all low-density residential
zones, with a minimum lot size of 450 square metres

Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near railway stations
Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near other local centres
Allowing mid-rise apartment blocks and shop-top housing near railway stations

Allowing mid-rise apartment blocks and shop-top housing near other local centres.

All results:

e The least popular was ‘Allowing mid-rise (6-7 storey) apartment blocks and shop-top
housing near other local centres’ with overall opposition of 75% (62% strongly oppose)

e The most popular was ‘Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks
near railway stations’ Support for this element stands at 50% with 38% opposed (with the
remaining neutral).

When breaking down opinions across groups (standalone house dwellers, apartment
dwellers and renters) opinions change somewhat.

Renters - opinions vary from the whole population sample (noting a relatively small sample
of only 4% of survey participants). The most significant difference is the level of support for
‘Allowing mid-rise (6-7 storey) apartment blocks and shop-top housing near other local
centres’ (18% more supportive) and ‘Allowing dual occupancies (two dwellings on the same
lot) in all low-density residential zones, with a minimum lot size of 450 square metres’ (17%
more supportive).

More renters support the following than oppose:
o ‘Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near railway
stations’ (64% support, 26% oppose)
e ‘Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near other local
centres’ (54% support, 36% oppose

Apartment dwellers - results vary from the whole population sample too, although less than
the renters. The most significant difference are:
e The level of opposition to ‘Allowing dual occupancies (two dwellings on the same lot)
in all low-density residential zones, with a minimum lot size of 450 square metres’
(15% less opposed and 11% more supportive than the average with 4% higher score
for a neutral stance)
e Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near other local
centres (9% more supportive.)

More apartment dwellers support the following than oppose:
o Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near railway stations
55% support, 32% oppose
o Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near other local
centres 47% support, 37% oppose

Standalone house dwellers - Results do not vary significantly from All results as they make
up the vast majority of respondents (84%).

Full results are in the following tables.



Q2 - Chart showing results for all respondents

70%

62%

60%

50%

40%
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30%
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20%
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Allowing dual occupancies Allowing terraces,
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lot) in all low-density storey apartment blocks
residential zones, with a near railway stations

minimum lot size of 450
square metres

¥ Strongly oppose

H Don't know

Allowing terraces, Allowing mid-rise (6-7 Allowing mid-rise (6-7
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Figure 6 - Opinion on proposal elements




Q2 - Charts comparing All respondents, house dwellers, apartment dwellers and renters on each element.

Allowing dual occupancies (two dwellings on the same lot) in all low-density residential zones,
with a minimum lot size of 450 square metres

70% 64% 66%
60%
o, 48% 9

50% 40% 46% 6 46%

40% 9

30% 29% 26%

0 0% 0% 0 09

o mE = . o o ¢ ¢
House Apartment Renters House Apartment Renters House Apartment Renters All House Apartment Renters
dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers

Support Neutral Oppose Don't know

Figure 7 - categories across groups

Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near railway stations

70% 64%

9 55% 54%

60% 50% 49% 0 o

50%

o 38%

40% 32%

30% 26%

20% 13% 13% 14% 11%
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Support Neutral Oppose Don't know

Figure 8 - categories across groups



Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment blocks near other local centres

60% 54%

50% 47%
oy 3% 6%
30%
20% 13%
10%
0%

13% 16%
o

I 10%

45%

51%

I 37% 36%

0%

0% 0%

0%

House Apartment Renters House Apartment Renters House Apartment Renters All House Apartment Renters
dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers dwellers
Support Neutral Oppose Don't know
Figure 9 - categories across groups

Allowing mid-rise (6-7 storey) apartment blocks and shop-top housing near railway stations
70% 63% 66%
60% 51%
50% 45%
40% 36%
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Figure 10 - categories across groups
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Figure 11 - categories across groups
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Q3) Should other shopping areas (in addition to those near railway stations) be
included for 6-7 storey mid-rise housing and multi dwelling units?

739 people provided comments (with the majority expressing opposition). Where suggested
St Ives was mentioned the most (approx. four times more than any other location).

80%

73%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%
11%

.

Yes No Don't know

10% A

0% -

Figure 12 - Inclusion of other centres
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Q4) The proposed changes to the housing policies could impact various factors
important to the Ku-ring-gai area. Please indicate how you think they would influence
the following factors in Ku-ring-gai:

The factors identified were:

Housing affordability
Variety of housing types available
Parking

Traffic

Sense of community
Heritage

Local character

Tree canopy

Local natural environment
Liveability

Ability to get around
Access to services.

The results indicate that the community believe that all factors will be negatively affected by
the changes. The most positive factors identified were Variety of housing types available
(with 38% indicating a positive impact and 41% negative). Housing affordability had 26%
indicating a positive impact while 46% negative.

The factors identified as being the most negatively impacted are traffic (86% negative),
parking (83% negative) and the tree canopy (81%).

When averaging across all factors 70% of responses indicated a negative impact.

Renters - When breaking down results by group renters opinions vary the most, providing
an average 56% negative score averaged across all factors.

Renters indicated that following factors will be positively impacted by the changes.

o Variety of housing types available (56% positive impact, 27% negative)
e Housing affordability (46% positive impact, 28% negative).

Renters were also less negative about the Access to Services and Liveability when
compared to the whole population sample (19% and 17% more positive respectively).

Apartment dwellers - Apartment dwellers when averaging across all factors indicated a
66% negative impact.

They were marginally more positive than the broader population sample in all areas
especially Access to services (6% more positive), Ability to get around and Housing
affordability (both 5% more positive).

Standalone house dwellers - Results do not vary significantly from All results as they make
up the vast majority of respondents (84%).

The chart below provides results for all survey participants.
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Q4 Chart — impact of proposed changes on factors
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Figure 13 - impact of plan on different factors
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Q5) Please indicate your level of support or opposition to the proposed new housing
policies overall.

Participants were asked to rate their support for the proposed new housing policies overall.

Survey participants firmly rejected the proposals with 75% opposing them (63% strongly
oppose). 22% supported the proposals (15 % strongly).

70% 63%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% 159
(] 1570 12%
7%
=~ = W
(]
0% Il e | | |
Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly Don't
support oppose know/haven't
read

Figure 14 - Overall support, All

When comparing support by housing situation (comparing all, renters, apartment dwellers
and standalone house dwellers only renters differ significantly.

The chart below shows that support for the proposals is double in the renters groups versus
the whole survey population. (31% support vs 15% respectively. However, overall, renters
are opposed to the changes.

Apartment dwellers and standalone home dwellers indicate similar levels of
support/opposition.

Suport by housing situation
80% 75% 16%

70%

57%

60%
50%
40%

31%

30%

72%
20% 15% 16% 149

Support Neutral Oppose Don't know

10% 3% 29 4% 3%

0%

W All mRenters M Apartment dwellers ™ House dwellers

Figure 15 - Overall support by housing situation
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When comparing younger vs older residents (under 45year old and over 45 years old) the
results are also similar, as are the results for resident who live in suburbs earmarked for
Transport Oriented Development (TOD) under the proposals and those not.

TOD suburbs are Gordon, Killara, Lindfield and Roseville.

Age TOD vs Non TOD
90% 80% 75% 76%
0,
80% 739 %% 70%
70% 60%
0,
60% 50%
50%
40%
40%
30%
30% 25%20% ° 21% 21%
20% 20%
10% I 2% 3% 0% 0% 10% I I 3% 3%
0% — 2 | — 0% I .
Support Neutral Oppose Don't know Support Neutral Oppose
B Under 45 ® Over 45 ETOD ®NonTOD
Figure 16 - Overall support by age Figure 17 - Overall support TOD vs Non TOD

Q6) Please provide any other comments here.

Submissions are detailed in Appendix 2. Overall comments were negative regarding the
plans with considerable concern expressed about the future liveability, amenity and natural
environment in Ku-ring-gai

Conclusion

Despite being released around the Christmas holiday period, the Ku-ring-gai Community has
expressed a high level of interest in, and significant concerns about the proposed planning
changes published by the NSW Government in late December.

This is reflected in one of the largest responses to a Ku-ring-gai Council run survey run in its
history.

Feedback received acknowledges that more housing is needed. However, the plans

released by the NSW state government have been resoundingly rejected as being ill
considered and not good planning.
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Appendix 2 — response to Question 6 — Additional comments
(verbatim)

| write this objection as a resident of Ku-ring-gai, and as a registered architect in NSW.
The main reason | strongly oppose the proposed reforms are:

1. In Australia, we only have a short history to reflect our colonial past (notwithstanding the
longer indigenous history of our country). Our colonial past is reflected mainly in the
architecture present in inner west, CBD, parramatta, and Ku-ring-gai areas. The impact of
these reforms have huge negative impact on the relevance and significance of our
heritage, and specifically our heritage conservation areas. They do not consider how our
past is tied to these areas.

2. These reforms also do not take in account the leafy aspect that has formed the
character of ku-ring-gai. It has a complete disregard for trees.

3. The streets are already so congested at peak hour. The public and private schools are
already overflowing with students, not to mention sewer, and water pressure impacts.

How is the existing infrastructure going to cope with increased density? If you have to
upgrade the existing infrastructure, it can be argued that newly built infrastructure can be
done for the same cost outside of sydney.

4. Our government could very easily tax gas and mining companies appropriately, and
reduce immigration. Then we would not have such a huge housing crisis.

5. If immigration still needs to occur, new immigrants can be conditioned to live in cities
outside of Sydney to reduce loads on existing infrastructure, just as Canada does.

Where are the parks in existing high-rise areas such as Gordon, Lindfield, Roseville within
walking distance for residents? What about parking problems which already exist? What
about destruction of heritage homes, trees, etc?

It really depends what is in the area where a 6-7 storey high apartment block will be built.
If one property owner in a street doesn't want to sell, but the rest of the neighbours want to
sell and a high-rise building will be built, this will negatively influence the reluctant house
owner - value of property will go down, and quality of living in his house will be diminished
too.

On one side of the highway apartments blocks have already been built - the west side of
Pacific Highway, but if that was to happen on the railway/east side of the highway it would
change the suburbs in question for ever and negatively | fear

It turns our community to an ugly environment , and practically the matter of town planning
would be a nonsense

Careful planning is essential. In addition to addressing the housing crisis any new
developments should address the climate crisis. They need to be “density done well” ie
built with features that would reduce the impact on climate. It should be compulsory for
developers to

1. Ensure that the houses/units use alternative energy ie solar panels,

2. Provide plug in facilities for electric vehicles

3. Ensure good insulation to reduce the need for energy guzzling air conditioning and
heating

4. Have double or triple glazing for insulation and noise reduction

5. Maintain tree canopy. Setbacks from the road and sides are essential for maintenance
of the tree canopy that will reduce urban heat island effects.

6. Make use of rainwater/stormwater storage for toilets etc and garden areas to reduce the
flooding in heavy rain and reduce water use during droughts.

7. Minimise overshadowing and allow solar access

8. Contribute to publicly accessible green spaces which are so important for a healthy
society

We don't have the infrastructure to cater for more people living in the area. We often have
blackouts, water pressure is running low, and constant internet issues. Traffic is heavy
and it is hard to find parking near the shops and train station. The infrastructure will need
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to be improved before we can further develop the area. It is a concern for the environment
as well.

Our trees and green spaces provide homes to many wild creatures: a wide variety of
birds, possums, insects, lizards. In addition to the loss of the green space for humans,
necessary to our mental health and well-being, the biodiversity of our area would suffer.
We have moved here because of the trees and greenery. It would ruin our area to build 7-
storey housing and crowded lots of homes.

The new policy will change the current environment and heritage building, which has a
negative impact on the residents who are living here as that was the reason they live here.
Under the new policy, there will be environmental impact, community and social impact to
this lovely area.

Visual impacts due to high -rise buildings, loose green canopies due and loos free parking
near train station such Gordon due to high dense residential development near train
stations

Destruction of the trees that chacterises Kuringai and destruction of Heritage and
Federation Homes which are part of our cultural history. Infrastructure is over capacity at

Older people - especially those without cars - need to be near railway stations & regular
buses - younger people can be further out - & when they start their families units are too
small - | am horrified re Roseville proposals - many units have been built in Roseville east
& west sides in the last few years - with high prices for rent or buy - & shoddy build & in
much need of repair - more apartment blocks & townhouses are necessary further away
from train stations - suitable for younger ones & lower prices as most young people &
young families have cars or are capable of walking to transport & definitely need the more
affordable prices for being further out from trains.

Destroying older homes and their extensive gardens around the station areas will impact
on our environment. Built up areas become heat sinks and the loss of our tree canopy,
which is a defining feature of Ku-ring-Gai, we lose the benefits of shade, clean air and
their ability to absorb water and reduce runoff.

we are in dire need of more housing near to transport hubs. Sydney is not affordable to
young people

Strongly oppose this proposal.We would like to protect conservation buildings and local
greens also there aren’t enough public service for this like local school is full and hospital.
Too crowded for local traffic.

Services are already stretched. Hard to find a Dr.
Traffic is a nightmare
Trees are already disappearing from new builds with no new planting

Kuringai should have allowed semis and townhouses a long time ago. The lack of growth
in housing has given the state no choice but to ride over Kuringai. We'll now suffer more
tree loss and tall blocks of flats because of the council's refusal to be reasonable

The existing transport, water and drainage, parking, vehicular traffic flow along major
roads are already a serious problem. Have no confidence these issues will be improved.

The proposed changes mostly benefit developers and investors. They are counterintuitive
to the policy goals of housing affordability and will push up prices as for families as they
are competing with developers.

There are other alternatives in Sydney or around Australia for higher or medium density
living. The appeal of Sydney is the variety of living options for dense and vibrant suburbs,
such as inner West, Inner East and Parramatta, however Ku-ring-gai is not suited to high
density, the area provides an increasingly rare option for young families who would prefer
the space and health benefits it brings.

Finally, biodiversity is a key feature of the area that should take priority over development
and profit.

TOD Density Sepp around railway stations is understandable. Good use of transport
infrastructure and makes the town centre more vibrant.
On the low rise proposal within 800m, maybe council should ask for the opportunity to self
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assess all properties with zone and rezone as necessary to meet housing yield targets eg
I've seen examples of single story houses butting up to 5 storey apartment blocks that
should really be zoned up.

| do not believe our current infrastructure (water, sewerage etc) will handle the proposed
building and will require enormous money to fix it. The negative impact will be enormous.
All current residents will be impacted. To my mind this is a political point scoring and not in
anyway properly thought through.

A planning change like this should be done with much greater analysis and appreciation
for nuance in individual areas. Broad brush does not work in planning and will undo
generations of effort.

1.The changes propose mandatory standards which must be met on a ‘one-size fits-all’
throughout the designated areas which are of a lesser standard than those developed
over more than a century of local planning with input from the community and having
regard to the real-world environmental circumstances.

2. The ‘one-size-fits all' approach ignores the Objects of the EPA Act and contravenes
both the Act and many of the ‘environmental instruments’ which provide for realistic
approaches, relevant to each local area, to achieve the Objects. The Govt. approach is a
prime example of poor governance, is totally unreasonable and, it is probably unlawful.

3. The increased population density will require increased services for medical services;
educational facilities; public libraries; community facilities; open space; sporting facilities;
etc.

4. There is no evidence that any, consideration has been given to any of those services
impacted by the proposed changes.

5.Additionally, the introduction of ‘non-refusal-standards’ denies both Local Council and
owners of any property adjoining, or nearby any such development any opportunity to
have any input regarding any adverse environmental impacts such development may give
rise to. This is unreasonable and a denial of ‘natural justice’.

6. The provision of bonuses to developers to increase the supply of affordable and public
housing is poor public policy, it has failed to provide adequate additional housing over the
past several decades, hence the present housing crisis. Based, as it is, on voluntary take-
up applying to only a minority of housing development is eligible for the ‘bonus’.

7, The reality is all multi-unit housing development, both single storey and multi-storey, on
existing land, together with all other types of development is a burden on existing
infrastructure, eg water; sewage; drainage power and energy supply services and creates
demand for a wide range of additional services and causes damage to the amenity of the
area by reduced open space; reduced setbacks; fewer trees; less fauna; increased hard
stand; increased stormwater run-off; deterioration of natural waterways; increased traffic;
increased on street parking; demand for public transport, as well as the community
facilities etc. referred to above.

8. Development of all multi-unit housing must be regarded as an opportunity. An
opportunity that carries with it the obligation to contribute for the benefit of the wider
community, in return for the reduced amenity such development causes the community.
9. The provision of bonuses to developers to increase the supply of affordable and public
housing is poor public policy, it has failed to provide adequate additional housing over the
past several decades, hence the present housing crisis. Based, as it is, on voluntary take-
up applying to only a minority of housing development is eligible for the ‘bonus’.

The reality is all multi-unit housing development, both single storey and multi-storey, on
existing land, together with all other types of development is a burden on existing
infrastructure, eg water; sewage; drainage power and energy supply services and creates
demand for a wide range of additional services and causes damage to the amenity of the
area by reduced open space; reduced setbacks; fewer trees; less fauna; increased hard
stand; increased stormwater run-off; deterioration of natural waterways; increased traffic;
increased on street parking; demand for public transport, as well as the community
facilities etc. referred to above.
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10. Development of all multi-unit housing must be regarded as an opportunity. An
opportunity that carries with it the obligation to contribute for the benefit of the wider
community, in return for the reduced amenity such development causes the community.
11. All development on existing land should bear this burden through providing for local
community infrastructure contributing a statutory contribution like the HPC towards
creation of local community infrastructure.

12, The Government must revisit the policy of bonus increased floor levels to provide
affordable housing. It is flawed.

13. The Govt. proposal encourages Council to develop local plans; however, if those plans
result in a lower uptake than the theoretical uptake based on standards that the Govt
proposal would provide; they have no-effect. Nevertheless, Council should develop plans
based on realistic assumptions regarding potential sites for development within the zones
identified, (this may involve overlooking Govt. lack of concern for heritage etc, alternatively
negotiating exemption from the mandatory standard) these local plans should encourage
consolidation of sites thus enabling a more co-ordinated approach to development,
maximising the benefits of increased open spaces, deep root planting minimising the
adverse effects of uncoordinated development, thus retaining the substance and local
character of individual areas throughout Ku-ring-gai.

14. In effect negotiating for realistic standards.

15. The proposals do not address housing affordability which is at the core of the housing
crises.

We believe that the proposal for "Allowing terraces, townhouses and two storey apartment
blocks" will positively benefit the Kuringgai Community. We oppose the 6/7 storey
apartments. We need dog friendly apartments!

My family, friends and neighbours are all opposed to more overdevelopment that will
produce increased levels of overcrowding and result in:

- An increase in traffic congestion

- Loss of trees and wildlife

- Loss of heritage and character

- Strain on existing infrastructure and facilities

Do your best to preserve the amenity and appearance of Ku-ring-gai with its family
housing and beautiful treescape. The tree canopy keeps the area degrees cooler than
other parts of Sydney.

While some consolidation of housing structures very near the station, e.g. what has
happened on the eastern side in Lindfield, seems sensible BUT taking the high rise, etc.
out 800 metres is too far. It means families with children will need to be driven to the
station rather than walking. Many more car drop offs and pick ups will be necessary
around the station areas adding to congestion.

We moved to this area because we love the natural and the land size. We admire the
beautiful heritage houses around our neighborhood. This proposal will just ruining our
beautiful environment and also lose all the heritage architecture.

My family, friends and neighbours are all opposed to more overdevelopment and
increased levels of overcrowding that will produce:

- An increase in traffic congestion

- Loss of trees and wildlife

- Loss of heritage and character

- Strain on existing infrastructure and facilities

This is a short term fix to a long term problem and will only force prices up in the initial
place while destroying the character of the area. A typically politically expedient thought
bubble! Reduce immigration is the first step before we move in this space.

Mid-rise housing near train stations and major shopping areas is a good idea, but not
without environmental and heritage controls, correct infrastructure in place, and without
master planning. Council should be empowered to manage the careful and considered
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development of mid-rise within these areas. There should be no removal of tree canopy
and no removal of heritage or heritage conservation.

There are plenty of developments of various heights already in Beaconsfield Parade.
There is a suitable mix of housing now or in development.

Any more would destroy the natural environment, cause increased traffic and overwhelm
infrastructure

| am concerned with the disregard of identified heritage areas or buildings. Once lost
these can’t be regained.

Also need to improve infrastructure roads and schools for such a massive change in
population

| only agree close to railways, no within the suburbs.

| do not agree with land size of 400sgm, this is what the West has done and it's like lego
land and NO trees - roof after roof.

I'm a resident living in an over 55's and we have a local childcare that has screaming
children from 8am to 4pm, how this is approved is beyond disbelief, how do you expect to
sleep during the day if you work shift work?

If high rises are built, ensure 2 car spaces, this whole 1 car space is a rort and COUNCIL
should NO allow this, you push cars on to the streets !! (Consumers want this)

We need housing, pure and simple. Stop with the not in my backyard mentality. Next time
you are having dinner with your kids and they're complaining about the cost of housing tell
them what you did for our generation and how proud you are of your opposition. Your
questions are also absurd, "local character", really? How do you even scale the
character? Get your overpaid useless butts out of the way of progress, we don't have
houses and the constituents demanding this own 5. Are you blind and do you not see how
bad the housing supply is for my generation?

We spent two years looking for our home and bought it specifically because of the location
and its zoning being safe from additional development. | am horrified the NSW
Government think they can waltz in with this blanket, one size fits all approach and
override our council when the area is already saturated with development in the current
approved zones. The domino effect of this preposterous proposal will be disastrous to Ku-
ring-gai, its community, residents, environment, traffic, schools etc the list is endless!

We chose to live on 800 plus sq blocks. If we as residents wanted higher density we
would have moved other suburbs where higher density is available. Reduce immigration.
Higher density is not the solution.

Too many apartments will bring several social issues

| am worried about lose of trees.
| am concerned water and sewage systems will not be able to cope without great cost and
inconvenience

| agree with the issues raised by FOKE and by Eryldene.

"walking distance" used by Dept of Planning needs to be better defined as "Distance from
the railway station booking office (or a designated defined point in a commercial area) by
use of existing public roads" IE it is not a radius from an ill defined point.

The effect of basement excavation is almost impossible to predict from usual geotechnical
investigations due to seasonal variation in ground water levels which are unlikely to be
accurately measured/monitored. Therefore: Adopt the precautionary principal that all
excavations of 1m or more below existing ground level must adopt a fully tanked retaining
system designed for full hydrostatic pressures to existing ground level with no provision for
ground water drainage.

Provision of adequate recreational areas is unlikely to be achieved in Ku-ring-gai due to
land values. Similarly for "affordable housing" which is ill defined.

The State Government has rushed its proposals forward without developing a well
researched policy to minimise damage to existing living amenity and limit the impact of
increased long term traffic congestion on existing roads .

It has not applied reasonable planning balance in seeking to radically increase the living
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density and ruin the valued character of low density residential living residents have
chosen to enjoy.

with no plan to expand existing road structure. it will simply create road deadlock. more
congestion to road and existing road and living structure

North Shore needs to be developed. Ku-Ring-Gai Council need to keep positive to the
change and support the development.

We need a change of government- to one that thinks sensibly and consults with the
community involved

Limit height to 2 storeys.
Increase amenity s

The one size fits all approach being proposed is both inappropriate and unconsidered.
Whilst clearly there is a need to develop more housing this should firstly be done with as
opposed done ‘to’ the local communities that will bear the impact. Secondly a policy
framework should be developed that assesses each area for its own unique
characteristics. Thirdly it seems little provision has been made for the thoughts of the
issues with the higher density housing suggested. Overall a poorly thought out and
communicated proposal that simply rides roughshod over the thoughts of many most
impacted in the communities.

| worry about the loss of green canopy in our areas, no setback for the first 400 metres, no
ventilation between buildings. We'll become an urban heat spot and lose the precious
biodiversity which makes our LGA unique.

How are we as a state and LGA going to get to Net Zero by 2050 if there are rules that all
of thee dwellings are to be fully electrified and net zero.

Also most of the apartments which sell in this area are more than $1,200,000. How are
these affordable? How do you keep the price down?

The liveability and amenity of our local streetscape of Ku-Ring-Gai will be lost by
developer's goals to maximise profit. There are numerous appropriate Council land along
the rail corridor which could provide appropriate dwelling development provide it is in
keeping with the Council's planning considerations of heritage, tree coverage etc etc. The
State Governments blanket removal of all planning controls will have disastrous
consequence for the future.

The whole situation is appalling. Our area will be ruined. People want houses with a
backyard to raise a family. Furthermore we don’t have the services to support this. It just
terrible. The congestion is already bad.

Families have committed their life savings to purchasing a home based on decades old
laws regarding zoning and heritage issues. To have these laws effectively rescinded
without consultation shows the ignorance and disdain of the Government and their
misguided advisors.

| am not against density done right. Consultation and planning is the key to finding the
best solution and best locations

We selected this area because of its character - Why is the NSW Govt setting out to
destroy this very aspect ?

Confine development to specific areas that have little heritage value, eg, west Gordon
between St Johns and Ryde Rd.

Destruction of heritage properties is scandalous. Loss of trees is scandalous. Loss of
amenity is scandalous.

Government should consult the residents and we'll planned infrastructure before going
ahead of any changes if use of the land

Blanket development with no accountability, no net zero mandated legislation for all new
builds, no consideration to unique environment (heritage and environmental).

Increase in temperatures, creating urban hot spots, creating dwellings which won't
address the social and affordable housing.

As a young person I'd like no foreign investment for 5 years until we get on top of this

21




housing problem. We need multi partisan work on a Master Plan not this undemocratic
process which only benefits developers.

| strongly oppose all of these changes:

1. They will destroy the unique environment of Kuringgai and Sydney's history and
architectural heritage.

2. They will further destroy the tree canopy which it is imperative to retain to combat global
warming and to protect our unique flora and fauna.

3. Increased congestion on our roads without increasing public services and improving
roads and trainlines which are often closed for maintenance.

| live in Roseville - most concern is impact on area around station and access to Pacific
Highway during construction and thereafter - it's already dreadful; cars will come with
more people - proven by Victoria Ave apartment blocks; so why only around stations -
move development further out and provide more bus services to the station. Tree Canopy
is proven for amenity and lower temperatures so don't understand why this is not a priority
of government - madness! No plans about more schools, kids care and medical centres
to provide for more residents - plan is lopsided and should mandate developers contribute
to these facilities upfront. Also worried about quality of build - needs to be mandated and
quality controlled during build.

I'd like more multi-dwelling housing in KRG area as a casual survey of neighbours showed
there isn't enough of the type of smaller, quality housing with gardens that we want to
downsize to; believe the focus should be there with some mid-rise apartments such as
Lindfield area (that also has green space - very important). This type of development sits
best with Council. You are doing a good job!

| agree that more dwellings need to be built in NSW. However | do oppose to how it's
being done in a short time frame with no consultation or effort - a blanket policy which
gives carte blanche to developers and not much else.

| also believe there are too many vacant houses in our LGA, belonging to speculators,
offshore investment and developers. In our street alone we have six houses belonging to
one family who work and pay taxes overseas, don't rent them or sell them, but have 'sat
on them'. All vacant houses and apartments should be released to the market for rentals
and developers made to develop land they already hold, rather than landbanking.

The only reason | support more housing near train stations is affordability. | have 3 kids,
still at school, and they have resigned themselves to never being able to live in Sydney
which is very sad. We need more housing. This plan isn’t perfect, but we should definitely
have units etc near train stations, hopefully this will have a ripple effect and fewer families
in Sydney will find themselves pushed out of the market. None of these areas are direct
bushfire zones, which would be my main concern. | find it very odd that council can
oppose this but support the NTRA development.

Creating more residential properties is beneficial to the young people in the KRG
community.

this drive to change our beautiful tree filled environment forever is most disturbing. we are
not Hong Kong! and never want to be

Ku-ring-ai would greatly benefit from boosted rates and the opportunity to create additional
diversity within the area.

Sydney is in the grips of a housing crisis and Ku-ring-ai can, and should, do their part to
help without being selfish.

The effected areas really are relatively small in the big picture.

For those impacted it by the changes, | feel it really is a case of not bad times coming, but
just good times going.

In general | agree with allowing medium density around train stations. That would be <
100 mtrs. Allowing 400mts and overriding existing heritage and tree canopy is ridiculous.
Areas around Gordon, Roseville and so on already very heavily parked out clearly local
services cannot cope with extra expected density. Local character will be destroyed. | do
believe two story town house style development is more appropriate and could be

22




extended to arterial roads such as Pacific Highway and A3 (probably already the case).
PS | live in St Ives, so this won't directly impact me, but will make surrounding area worse
place to live.

| feel these questions don't adequately address the relevant issues and am worried that
council's previous inability eg Lindfield hub - lost parking funding, conservation areas near
shopping and transport etc having been so poorly designed/managed in the past that Ku-
ring gai will not effectively deal with this. It's council's fault that this is happening.

St Ives Shopping Village should be treated as a TOD site. It is not heritage affected, it is a
tired looking centre and is therefore ripe for a new shop-top housing project.

Many areas in Kuringgai are Bush fire danger areas and there has been no allowance
made for areas with a single exit road, the demographic of users of the road, such as the
elderly from Aged Care Homes, the need for ambulances and evacuation transport etc in
the case of emergencies. In addition public transport is extremely poor and rare once
away from the direct train line, forcing the use of cars in narrow roads which are already
congested. The area around stations is dangerous to train users, with inadequate drop off
areas and parking, much of which is used by children and families. Parking at stations is
almost non existent, and not at all based on the need of commuters, rather focussing on
the minimal hours needed by shoppers.

| strongly support the state government positioning of this policy. | feel that Ku-ring-gai
council is being obstructive in progress. Higher density housing at transport hubs,
improves the quality of life for the community, but creating the opportunity for sustainable
businesses to be established. With more residents in a local, more transport options are
established. The NIMBY council propaganda that has been distributed by Ku-ring-gai, is
not capturing any of the positives associated with the state government policy.

In 20 years, when the population in Sydney is another 2million people, will we do this
again?

need to look at how medium density needs to radiate from the centre of Sydney, rather
than a hotpotch development

Do not assume we are all NIMBYs. We need more housing to bring more diversity & life to
our community.

Lack of detail planning of infrastructure and services to support the rapid increase of
population. Also no further policy on how to maintain the heritage property following this
proposed planning which brutally destroy the local character of the neighborhood.

Changing the character of old north shore suburbs needs to be balanced properly against
the need for higher density along transport corridors

| would like my kids to be able to afford housing nearby. Housing supply must increase.
House prices are unfair for younger generations.

| am very concerned about the unresearched third world overcrowded unplanned mess
this proposal is and concerned that housing value will be destroyed for very little achieved.
Very concerned about heritage, tree canopy, density of area around shopping centers,
infrastructure, overcrowding of schools, road congestion, overuse of infrastructure in
particular, sewerage and draining facilities. Flooding is a major issue and only two studies
have been undertaken in the area showing potential damage in the Eastern Road area.

Very concerned about heritage, tree canopy, density of area around shopping centers,
infrastructure, overcrowding of schools, road congestion, overuse of infrastructure in
particular, sewerage and draining facilities. Flooding is a major issue and only two studies
have been undertaken in the area showing potential damage in the Eastern Road area.

In the absence of a population policy from either local, state or federal governments, we

need to accept that the population will continue to grow.

Development is not intrinsically bad. Bad development is bad, good development can be
great.

Change is inevitable. We need to guide that process so that it works. Some things will be
lost, others will be gained.

23




| don't object to extra housing but it's how it's being proposed. No transparency, no
consultation, no provision for extra infrastructure to accommodation and proposed 23,000
extra dwellings, their residents and cars.

Our LGA is full of empty dwellings and land held by developers (land banking). We should
encourage the government to include a vacant housing tax, as done in Victoria, release
their independent advice which support that this proposal will be able to address the social
and affordable housing issue.

Currently off the plan and new apartments are sold between $1,500,000 and $3,000,000
which isn't 'affordable housing'.

Why is this information confidential - it is susceptible to bribery and corruption.

No checks and balances, good governance, no consultation, no better planning for
Greater Sydney is autocratic and undemocratic.

Perverse outcomes: prejudicing net zero, loss of biodiversity, loss of urban canopy to keep
cityscapes cool, unmanaged increase in traffic and use of infrastructure.

This is an OPPORTUNITY to do THINGS WELL and increase housing density in a way
that achieves a healthy environment, vibrant community and is net zero. KRG (and NSW)
could lead the way with master planning rather than the current proposal to leave it up to
volume developers in an uncoordinated manner.

It should noted that there are ratepayers and residents that support these changes. It is
presumptuous to assume everyone objects to this policy. Creating density around public
transport and centres is a valid planning principle. Is Gordon seen as a bad outcome??
The increase in density provides potential to also improve the ground floor retail and
create more active and vibrant places.

Those in favour of the proposed changes say that 'no major city in the world has an area
like Ku Ring Gai so close to its CBD', suggesting that this is a reason to permit high
density development. This is false. Consider the wonderful forests and garden suburbs in
cities like Paris and Berlin for example, and the significant appeal which these areas lend
to those cities. Ku Ring Gai is an asset no less valuable to Sydney than Bois de Boulogne
and nearby suburbs are to Paris. This is precisely why we should strive to preserve Ku
Ring Gai, and why it is and should continue to be an important asset for all Sydneysiders
and visitors to Sydney for generations to come.

Changes to any area in Sydney, but especially Ku Ring Gai should be carefully planned
and be made with an emphasis on improving infrastructure, to ensure that increased
density will not destroy things of value, especially environmental and visual utility, which
we all enjoy. The changes proposed would have us all living in soulless canyons and
boxes. No choice there! It must be better thought through.

This is what | submitted to NSW government:

NSW government housing proposal Planning feedback February 2024

Don'’t destroy diversity, uniqueness & local character of the north shore.

Don'’t destroy our built heritage. We have very little. Respect heritage conservation areas.
Restrict building height adjacent to heritage conservation areas - respect residents’ rights
to privacy & sun. Wind tunnels, sun shadow, overlook all degrade quality of life for those
living near high rise buildings.

Encourage more truly medium density housing ie terraces, town houses & duplexes.
Ensure these are in keeping with surrounding style & character*. They are more family &
environmentally friendly than high rise providing a front & back door, better natural air flow
& natural light to all rooms as well as outdoor space for drying washing.

Maintain the character of our area. It creates interest in our city to have enclaves with
different styles. Don’t destroy this interest.

Don'’t depend on developers for more housing. Recent history shows how dangerous that
can be producing rubber stamp pattern style boxes with shoddy building standards.
Development of dual occupancy by individuals who can be held answerable for
consequences would be much safer.

Protect our tree canopy & wildlife. Construction of high rise destroys these.
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Issues that are being neglected while existing residents are to be punished for their
lifestyle choice:

Vacant properties: make it worthwhile for owners to make these available for occupation.
Do away with negative gearing of investment properties.

Infill construction: make it worthwhile to achieve infill construction on vacant land while
protecting green space.

| have tried to be very moderate in my language despite feeling very threatened by your
planning proposal. | have read some very scathing criticisms of your poor planning which
do ring true. Please consider my comments well.

*The character, style & scale of the building on the corner on Grosvenor Road & the
Pacific Highway fits well on the north shore.

There doesn’t appear to be any talk of using the rail corridor, especially around the railway
stations, as has been successful in Chatswood, St Leonard’s and N Sydney.

No one is denying there is an increasingly worsening housing crisis in Sydney, however
such radical changes in policy is not the most efficient way to address this.

Maintain attributes of a garden suburb without overcrowding

The overriding of heritage, the destruction of history by unrestricted development will be
regretted by future generations.

The best cities in the world have retained heritage areas. We have already lost significant
tree coverage which negatively impacts the environment.

This proposal appears to place total reliance on developers to solve an immigration driven
lack of affordable homes. Who will ensure that extensive land banking does not ramp up
to sustain high prices while choking supply.

The government would be taking away the very essence that make’s Wahroonga and
Kuringai

Overriding long established council and community prioritisation of local environment with
high tree canopy.

Goes against principles of management of temperature extremes due to warming of the
planet from climate change

Completely disregard heritage restrictions

No consideration for local infrastructure- water management, sewerage, roads, school etc
Developers briefed on conditions in secret before public release of knowledge; no process
for public comment

Almost no time available for considered public and local government response. Legislative
changes such as these should be subject to voter (not developer) opinion.

No increase to housing density at all should even be entertained.

| have made a separate submission to NSW Government opposing these plans

The blanket one fits all policies proposed by the NSW State Government do not take into
account specific impacts to local council environments and communities.

The policies negate councils considered determination to optimise residential and
commercial development consistent with years of consultative planning.

Over the past decade we have seen significant multi story (2 to 4 stories) including "Shop
Top"developments constructed along the Pacific Highway corridor through Ku Ring Gai
and around rail stations that have significantly

improved housing availability, diversity and affordability.

Those types of developments continue and should be encouraged.

There should also be reconsideration of existing Heritage restrictions in these areas that
are not fit for purpose for affected properties that now exist alongside these multi storied
developments.

Having lived in Ku-ring-gai for over 44 years we have seen population densities increase
significantly together with large commercial developments

Indiscriminate forced approval of 6-7 story developments combined with the well
publicised appalling conduct of unscrupulous developers across Sydney is a recipe for
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disaster.
Let progressive development continue in a well planned and considered manner.

A one size fits all approach is only going to ruin the beauty of these areas! No ‘planning’
has gone into any of this! It is rushed and lacks any kind of thought on behalf of our State
Govt! Let’s ensure this is scrapped and they give the housing problem some proper
thought! They should start by revising our immigration levels and foreign investment
policies.

The thought of this being approved is frightening! We need to ensure this does not go
ahead!!! Our conservation and heritage areas need to be protected!

Please keep the trees or work around it. They are too precious to be chopped down for
the convenience of infrastructure.

The key issue here is lack of co-ordinated planning with the council and community: no
provision for planned infrastructure, schools (already at capacity), or retention of urban
treescape for environmental impact, as well as a complete disregard for any heritage.
Very unlikely to address housing affordability which could be resolved with the right
planning by the government, together with council, and the community.

We don't want another Alexadria or West Sydney in Kurin-gai

Lack of infrastructure, roads, schools, health, buses.

Tree canopy destruction, wildlife and temperature impacted.

Visually these buildings are not attractive architecturally and often age very quickly
Not actually very affordable

The wildlife in the area will be culled significantly. | don’t want to live in this area if this
goes ahead. How dare the state government think this is a possible thing to achieve.

This proposed development will change the culture of place of Ku-Ring Gai in a profoundly
negative way. This area of Sydney is characterised by large properties which bring
families the allow their children to grow up in a welcoming area.

The wildlife of the area is significantly more diverse than other areas of Sydney and the
proposed development will cull at least 40,000 trees in order to put high density living in.
This will limit the environmental diversity of the area significantly.

This cannot go ahead it will change Ku-ring Gai for the absolute worst.

Stop foreign buyers purchasing property and denuding all treescape by removal or
poisoning

The smaller shopping hubs need to allow low level shop top apartment block, surrounded
by area of townhouses and manor homes. The services will always increase if there is
more demand, to these areas. This would take pressure off the heritage areas around the
train stations. Good planning in the small shopping hubs could then allow the yellow zone
around train stations to be cut back to a 100 to 200m radius. Manor houses should be
allowed in all residential areas where dual occupancy would be allowed.

This would be a huge measure in protecting the streets of federation homes that are
located very close to the train stations. The NSW TOD statements seems to say if the
council provides adequate planning for increase of number of dwellings, the TOD plan will
no longer apply. Hopefully council can act very swiftly on this. All homeowners of Ku ring
Gai need certainty for their futures.

Any increase in housing density should see an increase in infrastructure spending.

| would love more apartment buildings near north shore train stations. | don't own a car
and would love to not wait for the half hourly bus to get home each time. | would love the
option for night public transport (our last bus is 9.30pm each day). My commute to work is
1.5-2hrs each way. It would really help young single professionals like myself stay in the
area if we could live closer to good public transport/ reduce commute times.

This initiative is good in the long-term but needs to be planned carefully together with
roads, parking, schools, shopping centres etc.

I live in South Turramurra - I'm concerned that additional numbers of people living here
presents a major safety threat in the case of bush fires, as there are only two roads (KP
Road and Maxwell St) that we could use to evacuate in an emergency.
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Ku-ring-gai is a family area. Pedestrian safety particularly for children and elderly is
already a problem due to traffic congestion and a lack of parking. Many roads are
effectively one way. Our experience of the public schools is they are at capacity or offer
limited services e.g. focus on Arts. Ku-ring-gai has historical architecture which will be
endangered. We have already seen examples of older buildings been destroyed and
replaced by dual occupancy dwellings often without trees or green space. In our
experience these dwellings can remain empty altogether or empty for long periods. They
still sell beyond the average affordability. | would be supportive of high density hubs along
the train line e.g. Chatswood. Hornsby is still underdeveloped as a high density hub.
Turramurra or Gordon could be options for high density hubs however would need
significant upgrades in facilities and services to reduce dependency on motor vehicles.

Kuringgai will need to increase its population but it must be done in a way that requires /
demands development that maintains our green environment, with special attention to
preserving older trees. Green spaces with playgrounds, bbq areas, community meeting
spaces etc are critical for the welfare of a community - remember the role parks played
during the pandemic.

Development must also require adequate parking spaces - 1 space for a 2 bed apartment
is inadequate as can be seen by the dangerous density of street parking near current
medium and high rise developments.

sensible two-storey development(with realistically adequate parking ) near / above
neighbourhood shops would be a good thing. Perhaps this could be done with
consideration for retirees or those wishing to downsize.

As buses stop near neighbourhood shops, perhaps thought might be given to increasing
the frequency of these services to the rail line.

Perhaps the frequency of services on the main north shore rail line will also need to
increase.

There is no point pursuing massive developments as suggested without FIRST
addressing traffic impact, transport impact and the resulting significant increase for
services which would follow.

We moved to the area because it was green and liveable. These changes will destroy the
essence of our area. As it is traffic and canopy cover is under threat. This will destroy it.

| work at a public school in st ives, the current traffic and parking around the school is
already at capacity, the increase in students due to new apartment developments has the
school at capacity requiring many demountables to be installed, significantly reducing
green space and numerous play areas for students

Killara and Roseville stations have very limited train service, despite being on the line. The
State Govt knows this. Their infrastructure and timetable capacity restricts the number of
times trains stop at Killara and Roseville. However trains always stop at the main
commercial hubs of Gordon and Lindfield. If this proposal is all about train corridors and
train/commuter access, then why are the conservation areas around Killara and Roseville
not being protected? Let council do its job, one size does not fit all!

Most people who grow up in Ku Ring Gai leave as soon as they move out of their parents'
house, largely due to a lack of affordable options. The lack of housing options is
destroying communities. These reforms will go some way to addressing this by providing
more diversity of housing options, including more affordable options. This will work to build
Ku Ring Gai's vibrancy and diversity and should be strongly supported.

There is inadequate infrastructure, and, parking and traffic conditions would deteriorate
further. Urban planning must include the grassroots community. Also, regional and
satellite settlement should be considered.

Very much needed to future proof our beautiful city

The proposed housing policy will bring huge impact to traffic, parking. Do you have any
plan on solving these issues?

These policies will make living in Ku-ring-Gai significantly more accessible for a wide
variety of people, in particular younger people and new families. They will have a wide
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variety of benefits including many not mentioned in this survey such as decreasing carbon
emissions, commute times and increasing productivity and economic dynamism.
Additionally, these policies will increase revenue for local businesses and increase
demand for new businesses such as restaurants and bars that will increase the liveability
of the area. They will also result in an increase in tax revenue collected by the council,
allowing for either an increase in the provision of local services or a decrease in rates for
residents.

The council should consider lobbying the state government for increased public transit in
upzoned areas in order to mitigate potential negative impacts on local traffic and parking.
In order to prevent a loss of tree canopy from development the council should ensure that
new trees are planted to replace those that are cut down. While this process may result in
a temporary decrease in tree canopy coverage, in the long term there does not need to be
any substantial difference (see the area around Artarmon station for example).

Zoning is intended to protect areas from completely inappropriate land use—eg abatoirs
next to hospitals. We don’t need to be protected from townhouses or medium density
apartments. There is a missing middle in Sydney. people want to live in well located
areas, not out on the fringe, and they are happy to live in medium density housing, but
many councils try to prevent this.

We have drafted an eleven page submission opposing this move on all the issues and will
send this to the NSW Government by the deadline of 23.2.24

Our public schools are entirely over populated. | can not believe that there is not even a
question about the impact on public schools. Local government and NSW government
need to take the impact on our local schools. How can you continue to over populate the
area, with apartments and town houses without increasing the public schools facility and
capacity.

| have lived in Roseville my whole life, being able to run around the streets, walk your dog,
play in the street with no traffic, it's kid friendly - safe, beautiful! The trees are beautiful and
how disappointing and frightening it would be to lose all of that! | strongly strongly oppose

Roseville has zero development over the past 3 decades. Business owners are suffering
due to low patronage. Even a cafe next to the station couldn’t survive . Four operators
have tried but each one had failed. It is abandoned now. Would Kuringai Council be
prepared to restart another one?

6-7 storeys too much. Low to mid rise only. Or tier down heights to fringe of 400m. Ok for
growth but done properly.

1. Infrastructure to support the increased density has not been considered: Warrawee
Public School already does not have enough classrooms; traffic on the highway
congested and buses run 10-20 mins late due to heavy traffic. 2. Power supply in the area
must be upgraded as we experience frequent power outages in Warrawee (at least once a
month). 3. The walkability to train stations has not been considered - steep terrain will
cause commuters to drive, which will exacerbate traffic problems 4. Additional car parking
at train stations is required to cope with the extra density as commuter car parks are
already overflowing, with commuters parking on residential streets such as Finlay Rd
causing local traffic congestion

| moved here to be near the national parks, trees, gardens and wildlife. Several of our
migrant neighbours have cut down trees without permission and ripped up gardens.

We need more density housing a closer band right along the railway highway seems more
sensible with higher towers

Height bonuses should be offered for increased deep soil planting and other ground plane
amenity improvements. There is too much focus on height and not enough on ground
plane amenity. Taller, narrower, developments can enable more space at the ground
plane to improve community amenity.

We are strongly opposed to the changes in their proposed form. If amended to being a
planned approach with the council balancing development, amenity and environment in a
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more sensible manner, there is scope to reasonably increase housing near railway
stations without destroying the character and environment that makes the area attractive.

Please protect one of the only suburbs that native animals still have some place to live.
Please please help them keep their habitat

What happened to decentralisation in NSW? Why is the government obsessed with
containing the population of the state in Sydney.

Parking and traffic management are already a nightmare. If the number of dwelling
increase, all car parking should be provided on site, but that won’t happen so the suburb
will be even more gridlocked.

The 6-7 storey apartments will Kill the whole context of the north shore. If anything, tier this
height down to the edge of the 400m so it blends into the streetscape. Put more heigh
immediately on the highway if anything. Council to have design control over everything,
not CDC.

| believe the proposal to build the high rise accommodation near the railway stations
makes sense as it is near existing services. Do not agree with the proposal to impose
same rules over other parts of Kuringai. DFo not agree with going further than 100 mtrs
from rail lines or the higher density living such as dual occupancy expectations. Any high
density living near railway should include full provision for off street parking for all
residents. Streets cannot accommodate more cars parked on streets. All areas of Sydney
do not need to look the same and be high density, there should be choices and variety.

While it would Strongly prefer decentralisation to the regions as | believe 6 million is a
good size for a city but if we go to 8 | would not like to see anymore sprawl. | am
concerned the housing will come before the increased infrastructure is in place but | do
not think KRG should be exempt from the development goals for Sydney as a whole. We
have several National Parks in our area as well as other both wild and cultivated parks
that other areas do not have. Large houses and gardens are not heritage and | think it's
sounds like NIMBYism. Why should we not take our share of the disruption.

We certainly appose what the NSW Govt. Proposes.

Ku Ring Gai needs to also look at their own administration on building | refer to The
Livingstone development.

Unbelievable what council has allowed.

The proposal is not nuanced. It offers no protection to our urban tree cover which cools
our region, provides precious wildlife habitat and bushland corridors. The new building
height will destroy the amenity of our region while still not providing affordable housing.

Trains are already full during peak hours, Pacific Hwy is already congested.

The most painful points:

1. Pacific Hwy and Mona Vale Rd are at capacity already. They will need more lanes
added if any additional housing development in the area is considered - and this will need
to happen before any zoning plans are drafted.

2. An emergency evacuation plan from the area must be presented as well, especially so
as a substantial part of Ku-ring-gai is a bushfire prone area.

3. Also, the trains at peak hours are full - even if they come at 2 minutes intervals. With
the increased population it will be nearly impossible to get to school or work.

4. Any new construction will result in diminishing the green areas and therefore in an
increase of the temperatures, which will contribute to the climate change.

Allow terraced apartments in hilly areas. Allow medium density away from shopping
centres, eg, townhouses on 800sgm blocks, council should improve roads. development
green zones but allow denser building throughout the entire council area.

Density helps businesses stay afloat. Council should limit on street parking, and
encourage active and public transport. Support walking paths to local schools. Establish
school streets, with no entry for cars.

We strongly oppose these proposed housing policies. This will destroy the very reason we
choose to live in Ku-ring-gai.
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Stated government policies are not appropriate in this area. Government must recognise
that it cannot duplicate housing and density policies universally across all areas of
Sydney.

Sydney metro is set to change to cope with population growth.

Yet, natural character of KRG can be defended and maintained so that local communities
sense of belonging stays intact. | recommend to limit dual occupancies to 1200m from rail
corridor So some 80% of LGA stays green.

Public Transport capacity

Less population and big land areas should be developed with more basic constructions
but not the areas already have enough population capacity. Heritages are the important
part of a community and should be protected. Imbalance between land resource and
population will inevitably cause public school system pressure.

| am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of areas adjacent to
transportation hubs, particularly in relation to Gordon station. As a resident in the affected
area, | am deeply invested in ensuring that any changes made align with the best interests
of the community.

While | understand the need to address the housing crisis and increase housing supply, |
believe that the current proposal for rezoning may not adequately consider the unique
characteristics of each neighborhood. In particular, | am concerned about the potential
implications for stresst like Merriwa Street and Mclntyre Street.

As you are aware, those streets are almost fully with commercial building and apartment
already. It is important to note that from a market perspective, they are predominantly
consists of many high buildings, with only less existing houses due to the development in
the past decades.

Given the existing landscape of those streets and the surrounding area, | believe that
rezoning all properties on those streets would be more beneficial and equitable. By
allowing for the construction multi-storey buildings in our neighborhood, we can contribute
to the overall goal of increasing housing density while maintaining the character and
integrity of the community.

Furthermore, | would like to emphasize that the market itself can effectively determine
suitable areas for development. The fact that developers have predominantly acquired
lands on those streets to build houses is a testament to this.

By doing so, we can ensure that the interests of the community are properly represented
and that any changes made are in line with our shared vision for sustainable development.

Do not be so short sighted as the proposal will not fix the housing issue.

Devaluing Ku Ring Gai region and my property, overcrowded, current infrastructure can't
even handle the current traffic,

Since its close to the railway, the road traffic should not be too bad.

Gordon is a quiet leafy suburb

We don’t want it over populated

There is already huge apartments halfway down beautiful streets and it looks out of place
, poor house owners who have lived there for years now over towered by apartment
blocks

Outrageous!

Keep high rise buildings up close to the pacific highway only

Our suburb is already being destroyed by ugly apartments!

People have worked all their lives for a quiet lifestyle most self funded retirement they
deserve better than this!

I'm a young person and soon to start a family. The proposed planning does nothing to aid
the affordability. People cannot be spending 1 million + on apartments to raise children in
car-board boxes in the sky. Ku-ring- kai council is special because of it's natural
environment and heritage which fosters a sense of community.

Increasing density in transport and local centres will allow for more businesses to appear,
improve services available to the lower density areas around them and create a greatly
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improve sense of culture and community. Needs to be executed well with quality
architecture, place making and provision of open spaces.

All the trees need to be removed if the development need to be taken place , the
community doesn’t need heritage conservation area. New houses, duel keys and duplex
need to be built ASAP.

There is no infrastructure. None. Schools bursting, demountsblrs on play grounds, can
never find a park in our local st ives shops to shop or access sport on the village green.
Start with improving infrastructure before you think about adding thousands more people
to hospitals, kids to schools, cars on roads. | have no problem with housing proposals
once the right infrastructure is in place. Look at London- millions of people can move
about in minutes, whereas we wait 30 mins for a bus that doesn't turn up or trains that are
cancelled. Our kids can't even get to the local high school on the bus as it's too crowded.
Use common sense.

Proposed 6-7 storey developments and much reduced tree canopy would totally ruin the
character of Roseville. These changes would also have an extremely negative impact on
wildlife as well as storm water catchment at the end of Larkin Street. Asitis, it barely
copes Now.

We all have an obligation to respond to the need to provide housing closer to the city . The
process needs to be done in creative ways that increase housing density close to railway
but without impacting on the natural environment that provides a breathing space for the
city . Stop students travelling across the city and suburbs for schooling and we will make
a huge difference to transport congedtion.

| think highrises, especially in St Johns Ave Gordon NSW 2072 is definitely very bad
because of much more traffic, and the St Johns Avenue itself is not wide enough and does
not blend itself to highrise. Besides, all the houses on a slope and if there is any building
to be built, they will all seem a lot higher than expectation. The St Johns Avenue is a small
block and is not suitable for R3-R4 development, let along bringing much damage to the
local biological environment as well as the church which carries its own historic value and
meaning. So we strongly oppose the proposed changes to the NSW housing policy.

| believe that this is not the correct area for more housing than has already been put in
place and that the NSW and Federal Governments have not taken a long view or
strategised with any great wisdom, rather this has been a 'knee jerk' reaction to an issue
which needs to be thought through.

The policy should not be overiding local council planning powers and heritage laws. | am
disturbed that the NSW government policies are not taking acount of heritage and
environment of each area and are making blanket rules that will destroy the unique
character of the area.

Dual occupancies will mean less room for trees and we will lose the almost continuous
tree canopy in Kuringai. Dual occupancies will also mean more stormwater runoff and
create heat sinks through increased roof and paved areas.

Im greatly distressed that the heritage buildings will not be protected and | do not have
any personal ownership of a heritage building, | just think it would be a terrible loss to the
character of this area to allow destruction of heritage buildings.

| am also depressed and terribly concerned regarding the impact these proposed new
housing controls will have on the local natural environment. Reduced tree canopy will
greatly impact wildlife. It will also make living here not nearly as nice. | don't understand
how you could plan for less tree cover when it is well documented that cities benefit from
trees to reduce ambient temperature.

If these proposals go into effect, the quality of life will greatly reduce for the community,
with increased traffic, parking shortages near the trains & insufficient resources such as
schools.

Good design of apartments, terraces eg Mirvac instead of rushed one size fits all will be
better long term.
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This is a vindictive Labor Party policy, designed to negatively affect the traditionally
Liberal-leaning residents in the Ku-Ring-Gai municipality and adjoining regions.

Create standards for developers that help to maintin the community.

Encourage and promote development of terraces that better support a sense of
community (e.g. street front engagements, Neighbours).

Mandate apartments have at least 2x car parks to minimise impact to street parking
(impacting commuters travelling via train).

Uplift local infrastructure (hospitals, schools, parking at train, shops).

Losing the tree canopy in Kuringgai would be catastrophic affecting livability, wild animal
habitats, lack of shading, the heritage nature of the area. We are one of the natural “lungs”
for the greater Sydney region and for years, planning in this LGA has given precedence
to mature trees over development in order to preserve the natural environment. IT IS
IMPORTANT!

| am extremely alarmed and angry at the Government's disregard for community
consultation and the one-size-fits-all approach to planning. Planning surely can be
nuanced so as take local considerations into account. Properties under existing heritage
and conservation zones must continue to be protected from development. | am also
concerned at the loss of trees and wildlife that characterise the designated areas & the
added strain that dramatically increased density will have on our infrastructure and
facilities.

makes sense to increase the housing close to transport

i am a young professional and have no chance of ever affording anything currently

Ku-ring-gai cannot stay locked in a time-warp. Huge changes are impacting us all and we
must adapt. We must embrace the changed demographics and cultural shifts. Think
positively!

Dramatically lower immigration now! Protect the heritage, environment and trees of
Kuringgai now by recognising it as unique and beautiful heritage area and worthy of
protection. Stop ruining all of Sydney and destroying our natural environment and few
heritage areas left by allowing high rise and high density living just to support the
ridiculously high and unsustainable rates of immigration that is ruining this country.

inevitable so should be embraced and done well and sympathetically.

Loss of heritage protection means there will never be a sense of history in our area. More
importantly, removing protection of trees and other vegetation by allowing developers to
increase the ratio of development to green space will have a catastrophic impact on our
wildlife, particularly birds; will reduce shade and result in higher temperature in the area;
and, of course, will detract hugely from the leafy aesthetic which has always been the key
characteristic of Ku-ring-gai. With everything we now know about climate change, we
should be planting more trees and increasing green space - why on earth are we doing
the opposite?

It's a disgrace. Simply a money making exercise through rates, stamp duty etc despite
how they try to fluff up the story. Particularly disturbing is the point "Introducing 'non-
refusal standards' for the new planning controls by which development consent may not
be refused" in the proposed changes brochures mailed out. Who do these people think
they are?!

Where is the authority and evidence that they can even do a lot of this?!

It is essential to preserve the essential character of Ku-ring-gai which includes some of the
finest garden suburbs in Australia. One only needs to look west from the Pacific Highway
towards Macquarie Park and Epping to see how the characteristic Sydney green tree
canopy has been defaced by poor quality, visually unappealing multi-storey buildings. This
is not a future we wish to see in Ku-ring-gai.

Will destroy what makes Kuringgai special. Once gone, trees will never return (we already
see that with development). New developments are never affordable and just maximise
developer profit. Huge impact on heritage and variety of housing. Will force people out of
the area
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75% of Ku-ring-gai’s tree cover is on private land. Not council land. The government’s
proposed changes will reduce requirements for deep soil planting and tree targets from
50% to 7% of the site area. These changes, allowing 6 — 7 storey dwellings (up to 9 in
some areas) with no definitive tree canopy targets, are proposed to commence in less
than 2 months - April 2024.

Thousands of animals will lose their habitat and community capacity for connectedness to
nature will be erased. Years of history will disappear.

Ok with new legislation on a slower timescale to allow proper infrastructure to be built.
Also, if dual occupancy is suggested then a larger build area should be allowed to single
dwelling houses to help with larger/multi generational homes.

Stop obstructing progress to improve housing affordability. Some of the behaviour of
councillors has been disgraceful. The T1 North Shore line is prime for development to
deliver diversity of housing. Move out of the way and let the government deliver it's
housing targets and stop being NIMBYS!!!

| think highrises, especially in the St Johns Ave Gordon NSW 2072 is definitely very bad
because of much more traffic, and the St Johns Avenue itself is not wide enough and does
not blend itself to highrise. Besides, all the houses on a slope and if there is any building
to be built, they will all seem a lot higher than expectation. The St Johns Avenue is a small
block and is not suitable for R3-R4 development, let along bringing much damage to the
local biological environment as well as the church which carries its own historic value and
meaning. So we strongly oppose the proposed changes to the NSW housing policy.

We are in a profound housing shortage that is the historic result of council's long standing
restrictions on the construction of new housing supply, | am in favour of increasing the
height limit to 6-7, stories in as many areas as possible so that my three children have a
chance to live in the Sydney basin, let alone the local area, when they start their own lives.

The lack of infrastructure including roads, bus/train is already strained in Ku-ring-gai. The
proposed plans do not address this at all. Even more traffic blockages due to higher
density will not only frustrate residents, extend commutes, but will greatly increase traffic
emission pollution. Combining this with the significant adverse impact on our tree canopy
is an even greater environmental impact. We pride our community as one blessed with
wild life and this would be destroyed if medium to high density takes over all of the
proposed areas beyond railway hubs. Increased density near railways does make sense
provided the State Government can meet the increased demand by improving the rail
services significantly to be a rapid mass transit system 24 x 7 - to date this has been
woeful and we already suffer regular train outages for weekend maintenance - how would
this work with even more people needing public transport?

The TODs will decimate the heritage and unique character of Roseville and Killara, noting
that most of the heritage is located close to the station. It will not solve the housing crisis
as any housing built will be unaffordable for those on low incomes. Based on other units
built in the area and on discussions with real estate agents most will be purchased by
investors (many offshore) offered for rent for more than $850.00 per week or left vacant.
There appears to be no additional infrastructure contemplated nor solutions to the existing
problems in the area, making the proposal untenable. Our young people do not aspire to
spend most of their lives living in apartments. The reason why they are leaving Sydney is
to buy houses in which to raise their families. As well-located houses become more scarce
so will young families.

Action to increase housing is needed now. However, there won't be the people and
materials to carry out the Government's plan in the short-term. Therefore there is the time
for an area by area review eg for Heritage Conservation Areas and infrastructure issues
with Killara and Roseville while TOD plans can proceed in the non-Heritage Conservation
Areas for Gordon and Lindfield.

There is a shortage of villa type accommodation in Gordon in particular and this, in my
view, would be acceptable in the streets on the eastern side of the railway. | believe 6-7
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storey dwellings would have negative impacts on traffic in this area and in the overall
amenity and ambiance of the suburb.

The Minns Govt hasn't any idea of how people live in Sydney. We are already at 5 million
and rising. Building all these new flats/6-7 storey developments will only further congest
the suburbs and cause major traffic issues - Sydney is already choked. Someone has to
make a decision to stop the spread of Sydney - people who immigrate should be made to
do a 5 yr probation in the country. However, anyone in Govt, the developers - any
interested party - well it's all about what they can achieve. Where are the good thinkers,
the town planners - doesn't anyone anymore have any guts to say how they really feel
about this over-development of Sydney. My husband and | will probably leave after 45 yrs
- Sydney is now a mess!!

Release and develop land other than imposing further housing on suburbs with high rise
and developed communities that have inadequate transport and health and education
services

Impact on heritage and the environment should be taken into furthe account as well as the
facilities available in the area

Semi support yet preferred townhouses as opposed to high storey 6-7 high

it is already getting around the North Shore with traffic congestion. Getting into shopping
centres is difficult and parking is impossible.

There is not enough parking around the train stations and the bus services are rubbish.
Increasing denisty around trains and shops is already lowering the tone in the area. Jut
look at the dumpped shopping trolleys around the higher denisty residential near trains
and shops.

How are locals supposed to get around, the peak traffic via pacific Hwy is chaos through
these pinch points.

The area is already over crowded. The local environment is suffering with the trees being
chopped down to make way for residential, the high rise and higher density creates
pockets of dark areas that are depressing with little sunlight.

There is no place for higher density along the North Shore corridor. You only have to look
at areas where this has been overd one and the concrtete jungles that have resulted eg
Hornsby, Rhodes, Meadowbank, Strathfield, Ashfield, Lindfield, North Sydney, Crows
Nest, Cremorne, Neutral Bay.

How can they knock down the heritage houses???

Nsw government proposed plan override Heritage protection laws and significantly alter
the character of local neighbourhoods.

refer above about addressing traffic management, also designs need to be sympathetic
with the local character.

The issue is the lack of infrastructure to support these additional residences. Currently,
and for example, increased density has been allowed in the Wahroonga area and the car
parks and Roads have not been increased to take the traffic. Instead the car parks are full
and instead of building multi floored parking Rangers are sent to fine people! So adding
more 6 plus storey developments will create a deadlock at shopping centres and in the
local area parking.

Impact on infrastructure will be massive. Plans for roads parking, recreational areas,
green space and schools which are already at capacity seem to be low priority in the
proposals.

The negative Impact on tree canopy environment and wildlife will be significant.

With climate change evident, loss of trees, top soil, lack of proper robust infrastructure,
the planning proposals may lead to future problems with more frequent damage caused
by heavy rains.

The proposal is a band aid - it is not a solution to increased migration into the Sydney
basin and all we are doing is diluting our living standards and crushing our heritage.
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If these changes are allowed Ku Ring Gai stands to lose many of it's heritage listed
properties and the current infrastructure will not cope with the increase demand on
services and roads

North shore area with beautiful trees is very valuable. Any place/ town can not beat this
place. Be proud of North shore special characters.

examples in other stations have shown the bad impact to the neighbouring area. Don't
want Turramurra becomes the next one.

Existing apartment blocks don’t have sufficient parking and excessive street parking clogs
streets. Fewer trees and open space means less recreation opportunities and greater heat
build up

There is a great lack of planning in the government plan. Local schools are already full,
there are few open spaces/parks, the sewerage system has not been renewed for many
years ( we have lived on the east side for over thirty years), there are blackouts, how does
a desire to address climate change fit with drastically reducing the tree canopy, what
about heritage areas.

| have lived in Ku-ring-Gai all of my 70 years and have watched the area change, usually
for the worse - and always with a huge loss of canopy and habitat, yet it is these very
features that make Ku-ring-Gai so lovely a place to live. If | wanted to live in a busy area, |
would have moved there.

Why does the NSW government think that every area has to be dense? There should be
variety across Sydney: dense and busy for those who like that... and peaceful and quiet
for those who like that.

Of course, another problem with the prospect of more high rise is that most of these are 2-
bedrooms, with low ceiling heights and small rooms - not something that would attract me
to living in them. [I'll bet that not one developer lives in any such development,
themselves... they’re just happy yo squeeze as many hapless victims into as tiny a little
box as they can - and charge handsomely for the privilege. The quality of building works
has been shameful. Once upon a time, there was pride in providing something lovely in
which to live, but | have seen little of this for the everyday citizen. To get something nice,
you might have to look at so-called “luxury” apartments with a premium price... and even
then, it's doubtful that the building quality is good. | know of so many people who have
bought a unit/apartmentment and then found problems with the building works.

| am also concerned that the “boxes” that are being built are rarely built to minimise
energy consumption, so electricity usage is high. We should be doing a lot better than
this!

The government needs to sort out the number of (especially overseas-owned) investment
properties that are not rented out, but sit vacant to await capital growth. This is shameful.
Property in Australia must be for residents of Australia. If we got rid of foreign ownership,
the citizens and permanent residents of Australia would find so many more properties on
the market, reducing the need for this ridiculous policy by the NSW government. Also, if
the number of Australian-owned investment properties were capped, at - for example: 1 or
2 - | am sure this housing crisis would disappear.

Density - as proposed by the NSW government ernment, will create windy, dark corridors
along streets that were never designed for this style of building.

No, this policy from the NSW government is appalling and must not proceed.

Would the govt knock down the opera house or remove the botanical gardens for
housing? No. Same applies elsewhere - they would change the fabric of the city and the
ramifications to dining, shopping, traffic, rubbish, gardens/trees, schools, services are
endless.

Build it in cheaper areas, where costs to build is also lower and space is available for
connecting services, and then that cost saving will be passed to prospective buyers.

Overriding our heritage architecture protection is an irreversible travesty.
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Very sad and angry to NSW government for the rushed and rude policy. They need to
spend more time to consult local community and spend more money to improve
infrastructure and facilities instead of just bring more people squeeze into units.

NSW Housing policy is totally destructive to the heritage, environment and amenity of Ku
ring gai, and will not provide any affordable housing, given the past and current record of
developers building in this area.

I'm happy with the proposed changes but only if the property developers create some
more interesting looking housing. Go for it but take inspiration from other countries and
place like New York and Paris that have beautiful buildings and architecture. Some of
those buildings have internal courtyards and exclusive spaces for residences. The square
blocks of apartments are just so boring. Also | think apartment living is great but there
needs to be more apartments built with multiple living spaces and better storage. Hardly
any new apartments have big enough laundry spaces and linen cupboards. Also many
more families live in apartments and it would be great to have options to have more 4
bedroom apartments too that aren’t penthouses or luxury offerings. Just a nice mid range
apartment is fine. Not everything had to be luxury, it just had to be simple, quality
buildings.

Along with that, build more spaces for cafes, restaurants, libraries, sports facilities and
indoor community spaces for days when it’s raining and cold.

| think just go for it, people will adapt as long as it's interesting and inviting

Housing crisis is real.. certain privileged individuals don't have the right to control the use
of the land

Please keep fighting to keep our heritage buildings in tact

Liveability for a wider income group, affordable housing for younger generations and a
more socially diverse population is worth the slight increase in traffic. Kuringai council
seems to be serving an elitist market working hand in hand with real estate to keep house
prices high.

Supply of affordable housing is lacking in this area. The implementation of the strategy will
help provide affordable housing stock and encourage residents out of houses and into
apartments located close to shops, schools and transport

Sick and tired of stringent kuringai council rules

It seems that if implemented these proposals could lead to streetscapes which resemble
those we have recently seen on TV in Gaza city, with minimal set-backs and minimum
space between mid-rise buildings near railway stations in Roseville, Lindfield, Killara and
Gordon. Much more needs to be done on the planning regulations to maintain a
semblance of quality around these stations.

There is a housing crisis. We need more housing. The area can retain its character and
tree canopy while catering for this. The area has gone far too long without significant
development at the expense of younger generations. We matter too.

Government needs to invest in building infrastructure in locations where there in space for
new dwellings. We live in a big state. Invest in regional NSW not everyone can live by a
train station.

The amenity of KMC is the reason | chose to move here 16 years ago, from an inner-
urban environment. These proposals would diminish the quality of life and put strain on
the already congested roads and side streets in the local areas around schools and train
stations. We have abundant wildlife, and these would be compromised by further removal
of natural environments and tree canopy. Our children and grandchildren deserve a better
life than crumbling gulag-style apartment blocks and constant gridlock due to congestion
and overcrowding, not to mention the lack of access to childcare, schools, health facilities,
the infrastructure never matches the influx of residents. Totally appalled as Labor voter
that such disruption and destruction could be inflicted on constituents.

Ku-ring-gai is an unique area of Sydney known for it's wonderful heritage homes and
gardens. Many of the most intrinsically valuable are near to the railway line as those areas
were the first developed. Allowing the destruction of these fine examples of Federation
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and 20's and 30's architecture, and their surrounding gardens resonates with the plans in
the 1960's to destroy the architecture of the Rocks in Sydney - now a much prized and
valued area of historical significance.

Natural, traffic and heritage are the most concerns that | am afraid the change could have
significant negative impact.

Loss of tree canopy is a major concern, especially on the West side of Roseville station.
And Traffic congestion, especially on Pacific Highway.

My family has been in this community since the 1960’s and what you are imposing will
destroy a whole community and the wildlife that these old gardens provide for them.
Australia is a very large country. So expand elsewhere. Save St Ilves and save the trees

The area on Mona Vale Road between Woodbury Road and Shinfield Avenue is like a car
park during peak hours into late morning ~ 10 am; and early afternoon ~ 4 pm. The road
infrastructure do not cope with the increase in housing density as St Ives is not served by
trains.

The water pressure is noticeably lower compared to the early 2000s.

Time to stop immigration as this is what is fuelling this growth. Who benefits? Developers.
Foreign investors. High rise buildings destroy backyards and green spaces. Australia
becomes more like China. Increasing population density is not conducive to community
building, nor encourage young families. Traffic congestion and lack of services such as
trains or buses, schools, hospitals, recreation centres will be overwhelmed with new
residents. It's not just your local Coles that is required. This Big Australia -increase in
population with overseas immigrants who have little to no connection to Australian culture
or history, is an attack on a already diminishing social cohesion. Where are the studies on
this? It's not just about building more houses.

Save Ku-ring-Gai from losing its character , heritage & community stop overdevelopment.

Council hasn’t confirmed how many properties will be affected by Gov proposals. Council
also hasn’t assessed the benefits of this proposal. Council need to adopt to the modern
living and cannot hold on to the massive blocks of housing and be exclusive rather than
inclusive and sharing land with others.

Present infrastructure would not be able to cope

Not discussed is the huge environmental benefit, higher density allows us to have more
publicly managed green space and this is a worthy goal for council.

Increasing density requires commensurate infrastructure improvements. The gradual
increase in density around Roseville station is also resulting in log jams and congestion on
pacific highway and access from side streets during peak hour. This will only worsen with
further high density developments. The public schools are also quite stretched in terms of
resourcing

| wouldn’t mind more dual occupancy & townhouse options. It could help older residents
stay in area & avoid unit purchases

We live at end of Kurringai in a small area where getting on and off the highway is
becoming increasingly difficult. The NSW transport people don’t care that sometimes it
takes 10 minutes to go 20 metres. We already have the construction of 3 large
developments within this small area. If more are approved it will be a catastrophe for local
residents. Not being able to exit and enter your area is not acceptable.

| think development & more housing is a great idea.
However, there needs to be a Master Plan and strategies to address the issues of Tree
Canopy, Wildlife, parking, facilities & sewage

The proposal would have a negative impact on living in this area. It would bring in more
people without the necessary infrastructure, roads, schools, medical facilities, shops ,
parking etc, it would increase traffic on our roads, destroy trees and impact the rather
tranquil surrounding we enjoy and moved here for.

We desperately need more housing in the LGA and there’s no better place for it than near
train stations. Please support the governments proposal.
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Each Council area has unique neighborhoods and traffic issues. | do not support the one
size fits all approach. | fear proper planning procedures will be lost to Council and the
amenity of neighborhoods will be impacted. | believe Government should be restricting the
number of people coming into our Country.

Your questions are targeted to create an emotive anger against housing. Also they are
targeted towards perceived negatives yet don’t consider the positives of housing like
preventing homelessness.

Please stop this plan which will destroy this beautiful area.

Please Note: Question 4 is very poorly presented.

The proposed housing strategy strongly goes against the mantra of the Governments
climate change policy with the destruction of the tree canopy for which we have all heard
of the description of our area as "the leafy North Shore". With the deforestation of our
magnificent tree'd areas this will have an enormous effect on our fauna population.

| am personally livid but not surprised the deceit and lies that Chris Minns and Scully give
to radio and journalists and the total disregard for communities and the impact of these
absurd plans is breathtaking. | also believe that plans from chstswood to Hornsby have
been translated into mandarin so Chinese buyers in China can buy up wherever they want
and decimate these areas!!!!

It has to happen, the current situation is untenable. We need density along transport
corridors.

The country, NSW and Sydney need a lot more housing and Ku-ring-Gai can’t be immune.
Build it near public transport, we all have to suck it up

While council seems to want Kuringgai to be filled with 80-year-olds living alone in four-
bedroom homes, the LGA can't claim an exemption to solving the housing crisis just
because it's full of rich retirees.

No thought whatsoever has gone into planning for the massive increase in traffic where
there is already bad traffic and congestion on the two lane Pacific Highway. What is the
plan for the obvious significant increase in traffic? Further, there are insufficient number of
trains that stop at Lindfield with only every 3rd train stopping.

Why is it ok for the NSW Government to destroy the heritage and character of old post
war and federation homes and replace them with ugly housing that will likely be of
substandard quality which we all know will simply just line the pockets of the same greedy
developers.

Then there is the wildlife and impact on the ecosystem that will likely be disrupted
negatively never to recover.

It is short sighted with no thought or planning at all. Why isn't more being done to prevent
the chinese buying up all Australia housing and pushing the prices up? Canada out a stop
to it years ago. What is our Government doing? This is the obvious reason housing is an

Apparently not thanks to Paul Scully.

No consideration given to the detrimental effects of the natural habitat of Kuring
gai..fauna, flora. Proposal adds to the existing traffic and parking chaos that has occurred
under previous Labor housing policies. Has Labor seen our already impacted streets near
railway with high rise ie. Cecil, Henry, Dumeresque, Mclintyre, Merriwa. Streets in Gordon
and around Lindfield Railway Station already over developed with high rise.

There is no effort from government to address unoccupied housing in the area.
400-800 ranges should be based on distance for street access to railway stations.
Heritage significance of streets once destroyed can never be replaced

| couldn't find any pictures supplied by kmc which truly indicate how many metres homes,
or these future massive structures would be from the station. Nowhere on the net really.
But | suppose my place is within 800 meters, but | and everyone else can really only
guess? & already the neighbors on every side of me, and CDC'S have allowed 3 floor
buildings, with massive windows & billions of outside LCD lights, developing and cutting
down massive amounts of trees and grass areas with pools or wooden decks and stages,
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and noise is in my face, even with a house.

When calling your tree dept. to report trees being cut down without permits, over 9 Metres
high & over the required trunk width , the guy just scoffed, that people are allowed to do
some gardening. Look at an aerial shot from 2008 there, & take a drone pic now. So
many mature trees/shrubs/plants gone. Almost a PARKING LOT in comparison. Tree
canopy gone, ground vegetation nearing zero. No gutters. Erosion draining to other
properties..

The upper north shore is criminally under developed and these amendments come far too
late. All trains stations on the north shore line should have this level of development and
more. High density housing is far more environmentally sustainable than single family
homes and can allow for more tree canopies since lawns are removed

Stop building in St Ives. Find somewhere else.

Object to reduction to tree canopy that will occur

The NSW GOVERNMENT should invest the money in providing adequate reliable and
fast transport from the outer suburbs such as west of Liverpool or North of Hornsby where
there is plenty of room for expansion. If the transport is there the developers will move in
as will residents.

Australians' ability to purchase housing in Ku-ring-gai is already difficult because real
estate is so expensive. The people needing housing would not be catered for in this
market. Overseas investors would be the winners. Infrastructure, particularly the Pacific
Highway between Gordon and Turramurra cannot handle current volume. How can this be
catered for?

No planning or sustainability, congestion is very bad and this wii make it worse, no
community input and complete loss of heritage

Each railway station community needs to be considered properly. A blanket change to
come over the top of existing rules is inappropriate and. It suitable for each of these areas.

| don't live in the Kuring-Gai area but strongly support building apartments elsewhere in
Sydney, enjoy!

It appears that the Government has consulted a narrow range of ‘stakeholders’ primarily
those in a position to profit from the changes rather than the many who have a very
significant investment in their localities . In the past initiatives such as this; second homes
in back yards for example have been spectacular failures owing to unexpected
consequences. Villa developments similarly have had limited success as there is no
incentive for lot amalgamations. Unless provision is made to encourage positive
developments, we run the risk of trashing our city and reduce housing costs by devaluing
existing housing stock. Much work has been done recently on the development of better
housing standards to prevent the repeat of shockers like Marsden Park. The last
government scrapped plans to reduce heat island issues by providing for tree planting and
green space on every lot. The two dwelling on 450m2 strategy will mean the end of the
bulk of our tree cover and will rule out any space for future tree planting. Has anyone
looked at what a typical 950 m2 suburban block with a 20 m frontage will look like after a
small ‘local’ developer and his private certifier have applied themselves?

Overall the policy on increasing density of housing around transport hubs makes sense. A
lot of the heritage issues raised are irrelevant becuase a lot of what is classified "heritage"
in town centres and near transport is tacky and needs refreshing anyway. The plan will
only work if the transport services and utility infrastructure are upgraged PRIOR to the
increase in density. Planning needs to provision for REAL parking requirements. Units
with no parking on only 1 parking space should not be permitted.

Building more housing is good. Councils should facilitate that instead of coming up with
silly obstructions.

Rushed decision; needs to consider the supporting infrastructure as well.

Kuringgai suburb is not an ideal location to improve the house affordability, the zone
planning is like to steal existing residents assets by destroying our nature environment,
values of existing comminity and infrastructures. Government shall not sacrifice existing
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residents wealth, happiness, peace to achieve government own targets. Government shall
have more sensible planning for example to improve overall economic situation like
control CPI, control cost of living to let people have more available funds to purchase
properties, government also can consider to build new residential areas including proper
infrastructure which will also improve overall economics

Traffic and parking are critical considerations. Some of the locations in proposal only have
a single road in/out of the area and congestion is already a problem during peak times.

Ku-ring-gai needs this policy to support the growth of the population and housing
affordability.

| note that other areas of Sydney have no medium density in areas where there are
railway stations..... Look at Denistone, not a unit block there... Why is Ku-ring-gai being
picked on for any other reason but political.

A lot of the apartments will require an increase in bus services on routes 565, 558, 556
and others in Ku-Ring-Gai.

All of these concept are positive if it is well planned and quickly implemented. The delays
we have seen in progress in Lindfield around Drover’s way are not a good example for our
future. Uncertainty must be avoided as time is money to us all. Get on with it.

Planning policies must consider the impact to existing traffic congestion, limited and
infrequent public transport (roads and buses are already overcrowded during school and
work peak times) in the area.

Kuringgai is a very low density council and these changes are important for housing
affordability in the region. Transit oriented development around railway stations and local
centres is the best bang-for-buck solution to turn the crisis around

6-7 storey blocks will completely erode the character of the local area, it will block light for
the surrounding buildings most of which will be significantly shorter, the removal of trees
will be a real travesty. The areas around the station, particularly Gordon, are incredibly
busy with traffic and it is very difficult for residents to park already. Huge apartment blocks
will make that so much worse. It's not going to help housing affordability either,
developers will know that they can get high apartment prices for something in the no-
longer-leafy North Shore.

The introduction of high rise in the Ku-ring-gai area is not a welcome change for these

suburbs. They have a strong heritage and environmental features that will be adversely
impacted by creating areas like Chatswood and Epping. The infrastructure also cannot
cater for the increasing load caused by such dense developments.

Support idea of townhouse, duo occupancy and terrace to help relief of housing shortage.
Strongly against high rise apartments due to lack of infrastructure and facility. Pacific
Highway would not be able to accommodate additional traffic. Sydney has vast land the
state government should not encourage high density of population in well set up
community. The priority is to build efficient transport network to enable inflow and outflow
to city work place. The areas lack of funding for facility and infrastructure can be boosted
by injection of medium density of building. But this should not be considered as a solution
for the Ku Ring Gai council. Definitely the wrong location for the wrong initiatives.

The inevitable rise in population will change the area, to its detriment. If the trees go, the
roads become crowded, the local facilities insufficient for an increased population, it will
change and reduce the joy and pleasure of the area. Housing will be able to cope with
limited increase in numbers but too much immigration will cause overcrowding and
unhappiness in our residents.

Support more affordable housing with improved local services, community hubs and road
infrastructure/parking, but it must be the complete package, not just one without the
others. Generally opposed to larger higher rise developments in village centres - these
should be on peripheral land/along external arterial roads

| have a local listed heritage property. | may end up being isolated with high rise all around
me. Not only does this affect me and my family but the community at large. We strive to
keep the character of the neighbourhood as it has been for around 100 years. We can’t
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destroy this effort with just a stroke of a pen.
Why not focus on a new suburb near the light rail?

The face of this area has already been negatively and severely impacted with loss of tree
canopy and heritage buildings. | do not believe it will affect housing affordability as any
offering will be very expensive. We went through this with Bob Carr administration years
ago and it is yet another Labor attack on a seat they will never win.

Families chose to live in theses suburbs, Governments should not be able to place a pin
on a map and change the character of the region, selective site should be looked at by a
town planner

While not supportive of 6 to 7 story unit blocks, the immediate area around Turramurra
station/Coles plus IGA on the other side of the highway needs appropriate planning and
development to enhance the area for residents. It is not an attractive place at the
moment.

This would have a positive impact on housing, businesses and community by bringing
new customers to sustain local businesses and increasing housing availability and
affordability in the areas people want to live and go to school. There would need to be
changes and improvements to some public transport connections and commuter parking
availability. | don't think local parking would be an issue because carparks (including for
public/visitor/commuter use) can be built into basements of new unit blocks. It wouldn't
duly impact heritage or environment - statutory requirements already exist to protect those
and building in brownfields locations protects important biodiversity in greenfields
locations (where no one wants to buy a house and live anyway).

Living quietly is hardly attainable in Kuring gai.
Pollution and rubbish! Traffic

The North Shore is recognised for its vast leafy neighbourhoods and extensive tree
canopies but also for its heritage buildings, homes and neighbourhoods. For the NSW
Government to put a blanket ruling without taking into consideration the history, value and
beauty of the area is both short sighted and does not adequately provide a solution to a
housing problem that the Government is trying to "sell". The suburbs of Gordon, Killara,
Lindfield and Roseville sell apartments in the millions, which is does not equal "affordable
housing". Furthermore, the NSW Government recently pulled significant funding from a
development in Lindfield which would have provided a large portion of new apartments to
the area and is in an existing area that does not require the demolition of heritage
properties or trees. It does not make sense. While development is good and necessary, it
needs to be considered and purposeful to the location. The heritage buildings and tree
canopies have existed in these neighbourhoods for hundreds of years and both the
Council and the residents have worked hard to maintain, restore and preserve the charm
and legacy from our past and ensure that it continues to be an integral part of our lives
today.

| believe the NSW Government needs a lesson in understanding that our heritage gives
context to where we are now and where we are headed as a society. By protecting our
heritage we conserve valuable community assets and ensure those places, traditions and
stories can continue to be experienced and enjoyed by future generations. Thank you.

Our city’s young people deserve better than to be given a few scraps of land alongside
noisy/busy roads (stroads) at exorbitant prices. KRG is a lovely area and we should be
welcoming more younger residents via more affordable density done well to add to the
vibrancy and diversity of the rich tapestry that comprises our wonderful North Shore
community.

If housing density is increased this needs to be accompanied by investment in increased
CAPACITY IN LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS

KRG is home to several golf courses that consume vast amounts of land. | would refine
half of them into a mix of housing, schools, parks and other amenities. Taking care to
maintain the tree canopy.
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We need a variety of low density housing types but not at the expense of livability in the
area.

Trade off higher densities in non HCAs near stations for protection of contributory items in
same. Allow redevelopment of non contributory items in HCAs. KC should have allowed
dual occ & genuine medium density many years ago & this would’ve sterilised a lot of land
from the current plans!

Ku-ring-gai needs to protect our natural environment and tree canopy, but also needs to
allow a greater variety of housing options and embrace pockets of high density housing
near existing transport and shopping hubs. There is little existing tree cover or natural
beauty anywhere along the highway or cbd streets in Gordon, Turramurra or Lindfield, so
these centres should encourage more and denser housing options, including affordable
housing, to diversify their communities and grow new business opportunities such as
restaurants and cafes to cater for a higher population.

Imperative to upgrade local infrastructure prior to developments - roads, transport,
parking, schools etc. Essential we preserve our beautiful natural assets

Decentralise. Not build up in already high density areas.

If carried out by the N.S.W. Government "The Leafy North Shore" will cease to exist.

Overall | am supportive of these changes as we as a community need to move towards
the future and change our way of thinking. There is a housing affordability issue and future
generations also not want large blocks to maintain. Increasing density brings extra traffic
and this needs to be built into planning. It will improve amenities in the area, some if which
are old and need urgent update. Coming from a different area of Sydney, this area feels
very "backwards" and not understand what the future needs are. Let's stop blocking
change and understand the thinking of younger generations.

| oppose it all untill they firstly advise how they will support the population increase with
medical services, schools and associated school transport infrastructure. Schools are
already bursting at the seams and have poor bus services as it stands. Without

addressing how the influx of people can be supported it is very much getting the cart
before the horse and reflects very poor planning process and looks very much like a game
of political agendas

These housing reforms will ensure equity across all of Sydney. Increased density should
be normalised even without a housing crisis as the best cities in the world such as NY,
London, Prague, Berlin, Vienna are dense cities with many mid and low-rise in suburbs.
Density allows greater public transport usage and is cheaper for councils to maintain as
infrastructure is more concentrated rather than spread out across sprawling suburbs that
aren't economically viable.

while density housing may assist housing crisis it does impact the heritage and treelined
suburbs with traffic congestion and infrastructure Until that could be addressed think it will
be opposed

We strongly oppose the loss of tree canopy and loss of character in our local area

Loss of housing diversity is already happening - with many smaller homes being
demolished and replaced by large homes. Many residents do not want to live in multi-
story blocks. Loss of tree coverage is major problem.

My property on the comenerra parkway is so traffic congested in the mornings and
afternoons that we cant even drive out of our home for over 10 min so adding to this would
be crazy

The character of Ku-ring-gai and neighbouring areas has changed dramatically over the
last 10 years. There has been no support in local amenities or better roads. A great deal
of the tree canopy has gone and has taken wildlife with it. | was born here 69 years ago,
when it was considered rural. It is becoming an over developed and very ugly suburb.
More development will seriously affect the character of the area and |, for one will be
moving if this continues
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St.Ives Shopping Centre is CRAP & outdated.

We shop at Glenrose-far better parking & a beautiful Shopping Centre.

We feel there should be far less trees in Kuring-gai-they are a menace-only good tree is a
dead one. Imbeciles who planted them years ago should be dealt with.

Classic example are the Liquid Ambers in Nicholson Avenue-several years later this has
created blocked drains-concrete kerbs & driveways lifting.

Who are the uneducated fools that allowed this to happen?

Providing a wider variety of housing, increasing the density and building TOD will improve
the cost of living crisis by reducing the need for a car which is a major drain on people's
finances.

We strongly hope to maintain and maintain the existing environment of the community and
strongly oppose actions that destroy the traditional human environment.

Oppose the lack of consultation and right to appeal. Oppose the impact on quality of life,
wellbeing and environmental deterioration. Oppose the negative impact on traffic,
infrastructure and resources. Oppose the consequence of too great a level of rapid
immigration which has significantly resulted in this outcome.

The influx of housing would completely overwhelm the integrity of the roads and sewers. |
have personally seen sewers overflowing during wet weather into Karuah Park where a lot
of sports and gatherings are held.

Ku-ring-gai Council area already struggles with major corridor traffic congestion and there
is nothing that can be done to improve it eg Pacific Highway, including bridges at Pymble
and Turramurra, is unable to be widened. Adding higher density housing will only add to
this problem. There is already a lack of parking around train stations. In addition, the
natural environment and heritage characteristics of the North Shore have been carefully
preserved for decades. It seems ridiculous that this can all be undone in such a rapid way
- once gone, it cannot be undone. | believe money would be better spent on improving
public transport to areas that can be developed for cheaper housing without such
implications. Incentivising relocation to regional areas which can benefit from higher
populations and skilled workers would be more beneficial. At least by doing this the
solution is an ongoing one whereas developing the North Shore is only a short-term fix.

We strongly hope to maintain and maintain the existing environment of the community and
strongly oppose actions that destroy the traditional human environment.

Need better public Transport and reliability.

| generally support what the State Government is trying to do, but we will need improved
public transport and roads.

Regarding Q4, | believe it is unclear if a positive effect on parking and traffic would mean
an increase or decrease in those areas. As well as this, | believe that, for the most part,
existing heritage structures and the local natural environment will remain intact. In fact,
ensuring more people live in the proximity of these things will result in more appreciation
and care being put into them. Please keep in mind that if density is not put into place,
exponentially more nature would be destroyed as urban sprawl expands.

The proposed changes are a "poorly conceived experiment" that will diminish the livability
in our council area and will not deliver the low cost housing that the policy is intended to
create> It will just feed profits to developers

Kuringai needs more housing options like townhouses. Ability to subdivide large blocks as
many residents do not want to maintain large gardens but wish to stay in the area. Need

to make decisions and take action to revive suburbs such as Turramurra. Many plans over
the years have come to nothing and centre has died despite being on train line, shops etc.

Stop using old mind to block north shore development. Go to the street and you can see
how bad the public area is, less local parks, poor public amenities, no footpaths. Protect
environment does not mean stop development.

If the areas between the highway and railway line (and generally along the highway) are
more developed, this would reduce the effect on the rest of the community and backyards
of the ku ring gai population. You would then feel confident moving in to the area with
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confidence about the future and services could be upgraded in these limited area at a
more reasonable cost rather than spread thinly over a much larger area and at a greater
expense.

| think there would then be less opposition, we could meet requirements more effectively
but tailor make them to fit ku ring gai rather than sweeping statements which do not fit all
areas. | do strongly object to the reduction of green canopy as this is essential for healthy
living anywhere and allows for more effective heat controls.

If heritage housing could be incorporated into developments as is done eg Wondakiah at
Waverton, Breakfast Point and throughout the city, we can live with history rather than
demolish it.

Save our heritage in Ku-ring-gai

Cities need to evolve and Ku ring gai already has units along the Pacific highway. | don’t
know why the council is pushing so hard against development within 400 m of transport
nodes

Whilst there is a need for more housing, new dwellings should only be built if they do not
impact nature, wildlife and heritage buildings.

Private investors and public companies that finance new development select the most
profitable projects. The housing preferences of the local community is unfortunately a
secondary consideration. In the Ku-ring-gai housing needs survey carried out in 2000
residents indicated a clear preference for single residential houses, town houses and
villas. Units were a much lower preference. In view of this Council finalised the State
Government requirement for suitable locations for 4-5 storey unit blocks around the
railway stations and St Ives Shopping Center, while also providing draft plans for locations
of villas and town houses around the smaller shopping centers. The latter however were
subsequently abandoned for the more profitable high rise development in the more
developed centers. The proposed 6-7 storey unit blocks will not be meeting the needs of
most Ku-ring-gai residents but are designed primarily for the overseas market.

For the new housing policy, the upgrade of the infrastructure is compulsory. If there is no
plan to widening the roads like pacific hwy, it will make the traffic congestion worse like
Parramatta council. So, do the roads first then talk about housing policy.

CONCERNS WITH LOSS OF MAJOR MATURE TREESCAPE.

(WHAT IS COUNCIL'S CURRENT POLICY ON TREE REPLACEMENT?)

CONCERNS WITH LOSS OF STREET PARKING WITH DUAL OCCS THAT HAVE TWO
DRIVEWAYS.

As a lifetime resident of the North Shore, | am VERY concerned that our heritage listed
buildings will disappear from Ku-ring-gai, or have multi-storied buildings built right beside
them destroying the overall beauty of the North Shore. Also VERY worried that more and
more canopy will disappear leaving behind an ugly, baking environment. The world is
becoming hotter, not cooler, so we need all the trees we can!

Government needs to invest in building infrastructure in locations where there in space for
new dwellings. We live in a big state. Invest in regional NSW not everyone can live by a
train station.

The last Labor efforts under Christina Kennelly have resulted in the former Pacific
Highway being turned into a car park each afternoon. This area is FULL.

Major concern is losing heritage, character, green space, trees and native animals without
achieving the NSW government's stated goals of more affordable housing. | live 400
metres from a station but have echidnas, water dragons and blue tongue lizards in my
garden, eucalypts with rosellas, lorikeets and king parrots. This diversity will be lost. The
only beneficiaries of these changes are developers, based on existing developments the
product is far from affordable. There is no evidence that proximity to rail will greatly reduce
cars on the roads.

More houses, terraces or multi story aren’t the problem per se, they are an important way
of improving housing affordability (if appropriate criteria are followed). In Europe,
previously bare streets are being tree-lined for environmental and aesthetic reasons so
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new developments could incorporate tree lined streets etc. Homes near train hubs don’t
necessarily bring new cars. New developments could go someway to creating “15 minute
cities” where we don’t need to get in a car because what we need in close by.

Of course, appropriate design is always important but | don’t see much of that around here
as small homes are knocked down and replaced by huge non-passiv homes requiring lots
of energy and with huge garages for multiple cars. They also add to the lack of
affordability for young people and families.

Completely in favour of dual occupancies having very successfully completed such a
development in 2011.

The NSW Government's policies are poorly thought out and will devastate beautiful
heritage areas in many parts of Sydney. There will be catastrophic loss of tree canopy and
wildlife and a massive increase in paved areas creating new heat islands. This is
irresponsible during the current climate change emergency. Roads, public transport and
water, sewerage and drainage are severely strained, and it is appalling and disingenuous
that the NSW Government has refused to release reports about infrastructure that it has
relied on to frame its policies. The willful destruction of heritage areas, thousands of trees,
mature gardens and beautiful homes is criminal and against decades of planning practice
and almost all the objectives of the EPA Act. The lack of formal consultation with the
public is outrageous. Minns has no mandate for this.

Luring is not exempt from the demands of a growing city. We must move with the rest of
the city and expand the housing requirements or we will WASTE money fighting the
inevitable. All development MUST be in harmony with the local areas and not a blight to
the rest of the area. Infrastructure MUST be expanded to grow these developments and
developers should bear a lot of the cost but the State and Local governments should
cover the majority of these as they will benefit from the growth in revenue from these new
dwellings. As always we must manage and grow with the city and keep the big picture in
mind when objecting to any new ideas but not blanket rejection as was done in the past.

Kuringai desperately needs more housing if the community is to stay strong and viable.
Adequate, environmentally responsible infrastructure investment is essential - bike paths,
schools, more and better bus routes to make the community more amenable to more
people.

Don't just consider the 'local' environment. If they knock down native habitat to build out
instead of up, that's on you for blocking these reforms!

Destroying our environment and heritage

AN ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENT FOR DENSITY DEVELOPMENTS SHOULD BE ON
SITE PARKING FOR REMOVALISTS/SERVICES etc.

The infrastructure is already at capacity - new land needs to be opened and established.

| grew up in Sydney in an area proposed by the GOVERNMENT
It could be described as leafless

council planners, most engineers would not survive long at the private industry.

with council work ethic no wonder someone is pushing for changes to development
approvals. Something needs to be done about number of people who deserve to live in
affordable places close to train stations with easy transport to work.

bus service only form of public transport available from Richmond Ave St Ives to Gordon
station

This is wrong the government dictating & bullying us into something with no due process
through council or community consultation. They must follow proper procedure like
everyone has to do as this is a democracy of voters not a dictatorship!

Perhaps 7 storey apartment buildings should be on the west side of Gordon station to
maintain the character of the suburb. | think areas where there are say Californian
bungalows and Federation style houses need to be retained.

In Q4, it's not clear whether a "positive" effect on parking and traffic means more or less of
those things. | answered "neutral" for both of those anyway, but you might want to take
that into consideration when analysing the results.
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1. State Govt should not be dictating planning policy to Council

2. Each municipality has a certain character not the least Kuring-Gai - State Govt should
support that diversity not no impose one size furs all planning regulation.

3. State Govt should use land it already owns first e.g. Airspace over stations before
imposing change on those of us who paid a premium to live in this area because of its
special character.

4. already places like Wade Lane are an absolute traffic nightmare at school times
because children no longer walk home but get picked up - traffic around schools is
horrendous now and only will get worse.

While | prefer multi dwellings on a single block of land, to minimise the impact on
neighbours, we simply cannot get more affordable housing if we don't go up. Six stories is
acceptable but not the very high blocks we now have in North Ryde near the Macquarie
station and centre. The only way NSW will achieve the number of dwellings required is to
go up, and that if those 6 stories appartments are near stations, then the infrastructure is
already there and then hopefully not too large an impact on traffic. I've never seen any
merit in Ku-ring-gai opposing two or even three dwellings on a block - and ideally single
story. This provides for those upsizing or downsizing, and particularly for the mobility
restricted older people. If my wife and | were wanting to downsize we could not do it in
West Pymble -where we've lived for 53 years and where our friends, church and local
community is. The NIMBY approach that the Council seems to be backing needs a
rethink. As we age, it will not meet our needs.

Kuringgai in particular already congested and schools full. Tree canopy disappearing at
alarming rate. No mention of extra transport, better roads. Why has Pymble bridge not
been modified - terrific traffic holdups from Wahroonga through to Gordon - will only be
worse. No accounting for heritage - modern housing does nothing for the area.

Unfortunately, Ku-ring-gai council, in general, has been very pedantic and unsympathetic
to local residents requirements/ needs. Council is just hell bent on showing their little
power on the common people by rejecting their requirements.

My family welcomes the State’s proposed changes.

KuRinggai sewerage is not currently adequate. Currently inadequate football and cricket
sporting facilities. The assumption that adding more people doesn't mean more facilities
can only result in a lower standard of living.

| don’t mind development done well where it allows for tree canopy and supporting
infrastructure. However we can't just have block after block of apartments rammed in - our
roads will not cope and | really don’t want to see our local area’s character destroyed.
However would be happy to see developments bring more restaurants, cafes and shops

to bring some life to our nights... Also - Gordon Centre would be the perfect place to start
with demolition and rebuilding as a proper shopping centre with parking below and
apartments on top. It is very old and tired!!

We vehemently oppose the proposed changes for a number of reasons, including
damaging to the environment, native and imported trees, added congested road/street
problems, noise pollutions, kKilling off visual character in the shire and more. It does not
reflect good on Australia's commitments to improving the effects of global warming
problems. The changes DO NOT make sense at all. Period.

The development around 400m station is highly supported. It will increase the housing
capacity for downsizing locals and young adults. My advise for the Killara 400m area is,
the west side of train station can be built as high as needed to both support the housing
and also shopping entertaining areas, because already lots of apartments around the
area, and no traffic issues, no privacy issues deliver to the other side of the station. It's
totally a separate area. The areas next to Springdale Rd & Arnold street may need to take
a consideration of the impact on the prestige neighbourhood.

Don't believe the changes will be of any benefit . The proposed changes will only benefit
develop pockets and not be of any benefit to this area. We moved from a more crowded
suburb to this area fir its amenity and liveability
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This is a type of class warfare and vote-shifting.

Key ingredient is uplifting infrastructure first (e.g.: services, roads, parking, public open
spaces, etc.) ahead of increased density.

The roads in this area are not built to allow higher traffic, with North Connect some of the
traffic was taken off the roads. The value of the land was recently increased because of
the low housing density and now there are plans for more and bigger buildings to be
constructed.

Developing lively, useful and much needed urban areas in regional centres outside
Sydney is a better alternative than destroying the character of established residential
areas here (Ku-ring-gai) in what is already the most unaffordable areas of Australia. You
can build a new house in Taree (for instance) for under $1 million which many people can
/ will afford. They don't do that however because of the under-urbanised character of the
town: poor shopping and eating, lights out at 9pm, no jobs, limited education opportunities,
lack of private and government investment etc etc. In Europe, villages have come back to
life because all those things are being addressed (in some countries).

we have always chosen to prioritise living in an area with greater access to the natural
environment rather than the inner city which offers easier access to cultural activities and
eateries etc. There should be a diversity in types of areas to live as well as housing types;
demand for high status private schools means home prices will likely remain high; traffic is
already a problem for the area, as is parking for public transport.

It is irresponsible to increase the population without providing (increasing the existing)
utilities capacity - sewage, water, transport, parking, roads etc. The government chose the
easiest way by changing housing policy. Social engineering does not solve infrastructure
engineering issues.

Our area has intentionally been preserved in maintaining heritage and character reflecting
Australian history. To tear that down is equivalent to tearing down historic places such as
the Notre Dame in Paris or the Colosseum in Rome, which represent the history of the
country. Losing this heritage destroys the history of our nation and leaves nothing valuable
to pass and show future generations.

How could government change our living style and living environment without local
residents permission? Almost people living in this area are seeking for convenience and
good capacity. How can government just change our home into a crowd without our
permission??

Whilst there are valid and passionate arguments surrounding state-local powers, heritage
and character, fundamentally this is a self-centred resistance against developing liveable,
diversified and affordable housing to limit urban sprawl in Greater Sydney. Council has
repeatedly stalled and delayed the implementation of planning targets which it somehow
feels deserves to be exempt from compared to the rest of Sydney, instead relying on an
argument of Ku-ring-gai exceptionalism in order to combat any kind of potential
compromise being met between retaining local character and capacity whilst playing our
part in accommodating Sydney's natural growth. We had an opportunity to engage in good
faith with the government for many years to find something that worked for everyone.
Instead we chose to whine and complain about things plenty of other Sydney LGAs
seemed to have no issue doing. The NSW Government's TOD plan is our punishment for
this self-centred exceptionalism that we have used to insulate ourselves from the very real
problems of infrastructure access inequity, housing in affordability driving out essential
workers, livability, sustainability and the environment (in reducing urban sprawl) and
playing our fair share. | don't necessarily welcome the NSW Government's rushed
highlighter-approach style to density and urban planning, but this is only because we have
become obstacles to any other option.

this is another example of the 'elite’ imposing their views on the proletariat. Bring on the
revolution.

Tell the Minns Government that this will be his only term in Government.
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Every fortnight | put out 2 green bins, paper and glass as well as red garbage. That takes
up 5 metres of my frontage for a single level residence. | don't think the NSW Govt have
thought through the implications of their "plan"?

Well planned cities all have garden suburbs with heritage buildings. Destroying Kuringgai
is to destroy Sydney's. More concrete, less trees ensures hotter suburbs. Roads are
already at or over capacity. At peak hour the Pacific Highway, Lane Cove Road, Kissing
Point Road are at a standstill. There is not enough parking near train stations already,
and it is doubtful there are sufficient schools for such an increase in population. The
environment of diversity of trees, some of which are the last remnants of critical habitat,
the diversity of native animals needs to be protected.

Their proposals read like a "Developers Picnic".

| have lived in this area all of my life and would not like to see it changed. There is plenty
of area on what is the outskirts of the metropolitan area for large scale development if that
is what an element of the population wants. It is not reasonable to change this area just to
compensate for the government and developers not wanting to invest funds to provide
similar facilities elsewhere.

infrastructure is already overloaded. consider water supply schools and medical services.
traffic is also far too high especially in peak hours.

I’'m concerned about the loss of heritage homes, loss of the green leafy character of the
region and the impact of many more people and cars that apartment developments would
bring

Do the local schools have capacity to take on all these new people? Are there plans to
build new schools, widen roads and provide parking?

Roads are already way too busy - fixing existing infrastructure is way more important than
building new buildings to house more people!!!

Council are hypocrites! They allow construction of apartments in congested areas in spite
of local residents opposition but now want support for NSW Govt housing.

Infrastructure eg. Schools and hospitals must keep pace with housing changes

Ku-ring-gai has largely shirked its responsibility to shoulder some of the burden for
population increase in Sydney in classical NIMBYism fashion. Council is misrepresenting
the situation. State governments have given councils numerous opportunities to embrace
development. Most councils have adapted to these changes but Ku-ring-gai has not. The
most recent proposal to meet the 20 year targets set by the Greater Sydney Commission
were fought and defeated. The current situation is the state government's fault but that of
the Councilors and the vocal NIMBY minorities. This survey has been worded to bias the
result, and in any case, most residents, particularly those who are for progress or
ambivalent will not respond. Ku-ring-gai, get on the front foot, embrace change and
progress and take control. Blocking change, as council has done for the past 20 years,
has inevitably nd predictably brought us to this point where State government is taking
control.

The lack of current infrastructure and planned future new infrastructure is a major concern.
Schools are full, roads are congested, support services are overwhelmed. To go ahead
with the proposed development, without accommodation for the increase in demand this
would bring, either ahead of time or in parallel, is negligent.

The proposed changes fail to account for the importance of Ecological biolinks across the
main geographical ridge in Ku-rin-gai to recognising and protecting this world scale
Bioregion as recognised by the Linnean Society publication Vol. 144, pp129-226,
published10 November 2022 .

The opposition to this is ridiculous and pure nimbyism . | have young adult children who
are being shut out of the housing market because of rampant price rises and lack of
housing stock. | don’t want them to be forced to buy a house on the fringes of outer
Sydney because of the greed of the older generation. This sprawl is not good for the
environment
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Increased population density without matching infrastructure improvements ALWAYS
leads to a reduction in the quality of life.

This kind of planning will not resolve the current issue but fundamentally damage the
heritage living style of the Ku Ring Gai Area.

Please help protect these areas! This surely can’t be allowed. Where is the ‘planning’ in all
of this. It is as basic as it can get. Let’'s ensure we don’t destroy to beauty of the North
Shore.

Low-rise, many trees and parks are the attractions of Ku-ring-gai. Mid-rise will seriously
decrease all of these, and without on-time, frequent, and integrated public transport, our
roads will be unbearable.

The Council has had its lindfield redevelopment funding withdrawn perhaps Council
should reedesiign it to make the housing for social housing,affordable housing,

It might be OK if developers didn't build structures that are ugly and lack quality.

Clear guidelines on the planning proposals need to be made. Eg: where the 400/800m
distances will be measured from. Are the measurements taken to each existing block or to
the closest corner of a consolidated site.

Clearer outlines of the SEPP will help to allay some of the confusion in the community.

Need to supply more parking stations near Bus & Train terminals / stations.

Large increase in number of peak time train / bus services to support huge population
increases. Already a disaster happening in Western Sydney where a new town/city was
supposed to be built but doesn't have supporting infrastructure or sewerage promised !!
NSW Gov inapt approach there shows they can't be trusted.

This detrimental one size fits all, blanket approach to address pressures the state
government sees with housing does not have my support. Kuringgai Council and the local
community are much better placed to determine sensible development that can happen in
our local area. Bugger off chris minns and your awful counterparts.

Surely we can take the NSW Govt to the Land and Environment Court over this!
Absolutely shocking! An extremely basic, one-size fits all! I'm shocked our State is being
governed with such basic thinking!

About time the suburb gets denser housing. This will support more shops, restaurants,
pharmacies etc, especially around Killara. We have a great opportunity to move forward
here!

Desperate need for more affordable housing in Ku-ring-gai for essential workers such as
teachers. Can't a tiny percentage of all the forested areas in ku- ring- gai be allocated to
affordable townhouses / homes and road and school. Infrastructure upgraded.

This is a knee-jerk reaction to lack of planning by various governments. Rather than
increase population in areas like Ku Ring Gai, government should be developing satellite
cities like the (failed) Albury Wodonga. Keep at it!

Provide more affordable townhouses not apartments is needed in Ku-Ring-Gai

We have a housing supply and affordability problem in Sydney. Ku-Ring-Gai community
needs to open itself up to supporting the solutions to these problems instead of its usual
NIMBY approach

The real problem is that the cart is as usual before the horse with anything housing
planning. Do all this building, but never mind about anything infrastructure, traffic, schools,
parking, shops, medical facilities etc etc etc. Not even a single mention so far. Until such
time as all of that is put before or alongside the housing expansion, and planned and
implemented accordingly, | will strongly oppose all the way.

We are very disappointed on the current traffic congestion. To improve the road system is
abviously more important.

This will be an environmental disaster. The added water runoff that would be created will
pollute our waterways, overload our infrastructure including an already ageing sewage
system and our facilities including schools.

The main issue is that all this is part of a process that has been in-train for decades and
that will continue exponentially until our population is stabilised. Population growth is the
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cause and it's crazy to object to a situation while ignoring the cause. Council has always
said that it has no control over population - of course it has if it would only take that issue
to the wider community and explain to it just what is driving this push for housing

| fail to understand how the Government can even contemplate these major changes
without major detailed consideration of the provision of major concomitant infrastructure -
both physical and social eg roads, sewerage, tree coverage etc ...... and more schools,
medical facilities etc

If the government thinks increased housing closer to the CBD improves quality of life, it
only needs to look at other major cities around the world which have caused themselves
significant infrastructure problems compounding quality of life.

In fixing a housing crisis, changes to zoning will only create higher density living space,
but it doesn't bring down the price of homes bought in any suburb. In fact, this daft thinking
is paving gold driveways of developer homes as the current processes of both
government and council combined ignore infrastructure need. There is no intelligent
argument being floored to deal with population needs, ever-increasing land values,
transport security and reliability in line with population increases, road and traffic systems
which are designed to reduce impact on flows through communities and reduce
congestion noise disturbance.

The answer you seek is to expand regional hubs. State government should place a tax
levy on suburban Sydney dwellings to help pay for the massive expansion the regional
need. Local government should only spend the absolute necessity on local because
regional doesn't have infrastructure, and State government should invest serious sums
into regional cities to get businesses to relocate and reduce the population density crisis
Sydney is having.

The cost of land in Sydney is ridiculous. All government planning should be creating
reliable housing, business park, leisure, schooling, shopping, medical zoning for regional
cities to expand and build a better NSW into the future.

Any changes to planning requirements should include a dramatic improvement in building
standards and amenity requirements... including for townhouses and apartments.
Insulation, double glazing, noise proofing etc but also a large proportion of apartments
should be required to be family sized and designed with families in mind. And some
decent design standards... even with the oval and PCYC, the high rise area around
Waitara Station looks like a slum of poor design and even poorer quality builds.

There are a lot of demands for people to live close to transportation to reduce private car
use, public transportation will be utilised to more capacity. Less pollution and less
congestion of private transport.

Lindfield resident whose home and street is a constant nightmare of overdevelopment and
huge concrete trucks etc. So dangerous trying to exit home driveway

Has the possibility of bush fires been considered Ku ring Gai is surrounded by bush

About time the retail and options for dining were addressed and improved around the
Turramurra rail and CBD.

Appalling change to the planning laws.

Ku-Ring-Gai is know for its large blocks and trees. If these proposals go ahead, the whole
of the municipality will change for ever and not necessarily for the better. Whilst | agree
that some additional unit blocks could be built around railway stations, there should be a
limit to the number and height. Don't let them knock down heritage homes to make way
for the units.

I live on a 1360 sq metre block in West Pymble and have dual occupancy on either side of
me. Whilst | agree that that could also be done on our block, | would hate to think that 3
or 4 houses could take the place of 1, litle own the removal of some very large trees.

In these trees we get all the birds, the flying foxes, possums and to lose this, their natural
habitat would be disasterous.

Please do not force this upon us. Don't change an area known for its tree canopy and
large block into high rise and a concrete jungle. The roads and public transport can't cope
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now and to bring more people and cars into the area would be a bad move and people
won't use public transport.

Strongly oppose

We need the trees, we need the space & peace thats why we moved to this area

Bus frequency is already terrible/unreliable around St lves, with new housing and more
demand are you looking to increase services as well?

Once wide roads are now parked out by people from other areas using the train line. The
parking provisions in the Govt Plan are ridiculous and will impact our streets significantly.
Some streets are already require one car to pull over if another is coming. A lot of houses
in the area have one and two car garages but have a 4 - 5 car household as children live
as home longer.

The current SEPP has ruined the housing heritage along the Pacific Highway and streets
back - this proposal will finish the area off.

Kuringgai does not have the infrastructure to support this level of development and current
residents lifestyle will be adversely affected

| would like my family, friends and kids to be able to live nearby. | also don't appreciate the
council's biased and one sided communication in this matter and not hinting at any
potential positives. It's disgraceful

| hope you realise that by opposing these changes, you are locking young people out of
your area. People are forced to leave this great city because councils like yours refuse to
allow more housing to be built next to stations. It is predicted this city will soon be
grandchildless. Please reconsider, | beg you.

| object to the council's housing policy as it intensifies population growth, leading to
adverse effects on nature, widespread noise pollution, tree loss, heightened traffic, and
inadequate infrastructure. Our peaceful and less populated community, known for its leafy
and green environment, should be preserved rather than compromised by extensive
housing development.

The proposed changes will NOT make housing more affordable, The new appartments
are selling at over 2 million dollars. THIS IS NOT affordable housing. It will destroy
beautiful environment and heritage areas.

The area is already becoming very congested . Traffic is a problem. The additional
development has detracted from the traditional heritage, leafy feel of the area. Services,
schools etc have not increased and would seem to already be at capacity.

Small Terrace-style housing adjacent to main shopping centres and transport hubs should
be a priority for independent aged and disadvantaged rental by, say, single parents and
those with disability.

Ku ring Gai has already lost a great deal of its tree canopy which has a very detrimental
effect on wildlife. There is a lack of planning on the infrastructure which will needed to
support the extra housing. While | agree there a need for a variety of housing, developers
give no thought to the local character of the area - they are only interested in putting up as
many apartments as they are able to maximise their profits with no consideration of
existing amenities including parking & ease of access

Please ensure this blanket proposal is scrapped. We need to protect the North Shore.

We need to change with the times.

More townhouses please. NOT high rise and parking underground for all developments.
Also, Mona Vale Road through St. lves is a nightmare. So many pedestrians are crossing
it all the time. It does not contribute to any village atmosphere. More high rise will make it
even worse.

1. Quotas needed

2. Decentralization needed.

3. Infrastructure grossly inadequate for proposed plan

4. Traffic already a nightmare

5. Overcrowded - Sydney is now the most expensive and less liveable city in Australia.
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6. Quality of life for existing residents is not being considered.
7 Community input essential ,but lacking.
BAD IDEA NSW GOVERNMENT!!!

The changes to traffic in Wahroonga has made it so much worse. Not right turn from the
highway into Coonanbarra pushes ALL traffic via the shops which is a nightmare for those
of us who live closer to the freeway. It makes NO sense. Now, currently it can take 8 sets
of traffic lights to turn from Pacific highway into Redleaf and depending on the time of day
(school hours) it can take me 20+minutes to get from there to Bundarra Ave.

More apartments would make things so much worse. My street has had the beautiful old
places ripped down by dodgy developers and it's like a ghetto

Parking and traffic are the real issues. Turramurra is already a bottleneck

Population increases should be restricted in order to cope with accommodation current
communities

| prefer the mid-rise to be capped at 5 levels (not proposed 6-7). Loss of tree canopy is a
great concern and the general impact to the natural environment; including to wildlife.

NSW Gov proposal does not provide area specific guidelines for appropriate design of
new buildings. NSW Gov should listen to Ku-ring-gai Council design alternatives to allow
for greater tree canopy. Apartments and town housing set back from the road. | am not
anti-development but local consideration for Heritage, building design must be taken into
account to reduce the negative impacts of increased housing density. | oppose the NSW
Gov proposal as is but approve of Councils recommendations for greater density utilising
appropriate apartment design suitable for this area. NSW Gov must also come to the table
with a plan for infrastructure improvements.

Minimum lot size of 4560m2 will result in suburbs with typically larger blocks (e.g. Ku-rin-
gai) bearing a disproportional burden.

Labour people trashing Liberal areas.

If developers are rushing in to build homes then we should not expect them to be
affordable housing. Only when developers don't want to build the units will we know the
balance between affordable and profitable is met.

Excessive wait times on Trains due to numbers, lack of parking, negative effects on
Environment & climate change, insufficient sewerage & infrastructure development to
support huge increase in people.

A disaster for ku-ringOgai

Why have people moved to Roseville over the years? so they could and so far still can
live in a peaceful area near rail transport and local shops..have their own gardens etc.

Traffic on the Pacific Highway struggles at the best of times without adding more. Street
parking is already difficult reducing some streets to single file traffic.

There is no provision to increase schools, pre schools or open areas for safe recreation -
society needs GREEN open space with trees!

The proposal is everything Ku-ring Gai opposes, please fight harder for your residents!

It is best for the community if low rise ie 2 storey townhouses, apartment blocks and villas
are spread through out the area. Importantly the style and landscaping should fit the area.
If there are to be more residents, then facilities like schools, medical centres, parking
facilities and public transport (buses and buses 'at call', etc must be considered. Also the
range of ages of Ku-ring-gai residents should be addressed. Pre-schools, child care,
community meeting places, libraries (many these days are used by students as a quiet
place to study), aged care services, etc must be considered. Plomping new housing in an
area is unrealistic without proper consideration of all the flow-on effects.

Instead of these changes, cut immigration (including foreign students) drastically, remove
negative gearing, only allow citizens and permanent residents to buy housing

Get the supporting infrastructure right before allowing for more dense residential
development.
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Must consult local communities to tailor a suitable plan instead of a one-size-fits-all lazy
policy

Roseville to Gordon doesn’t have the infrastructure. Tell the planners to come up and look
at pacific highway it's already congested. When there is an accident it’s fully congested.
The trains aren’t that reliable either, the train station at killara is small stop. High density
should be built for the new metro stops not these old small stations.

Gone too hard, moderate your approach

Traffic and congestion is already a problem & the NSW plans will make it worse

It is sensible to provide more housing along the train line

The local schools are already running beyond capacity. How will they cope?

My initial concerns refer to the following;

* loss of tree canopy ( significant character of this local council ) will be pose a significant
change to the livability within this area. Temperatures are significantly lower than out west
- a significant reason for this is the tree canopy,

* The new types of housing will alter the character of housing within the area. Insufficient
parking is associated with these proposals. Insufficient parking associated with the
developments will certainly be a major issue.

* If new development takes place ( not opposed to change & development in general )
then improved Infrastructure along with new services should be planned & implemented in
conjunction with the proposed development. NOT AFTER as is usually the case &
normally insufficient to cope with the increased population etc.

| am happy with 5 story buildings with set back allowing for gardens - not the 6 to 7 built
to the street. Once these are approved they always seems to then go higher - so that is
my concern. | would support 5 story with set back allowing for mid to large tree.

Other comments /concerns.

We have basic infrastructure - however given that there is worse out there - we are now
being told we have great infrastructure. The trains struggle to cope when ever there is
weather events or a signal failure. There is overcrowding at Wynyard/Town Hall and
Central during peak hour - so they are not coping with our current demands.

Loss of canopy - Given the removal of large green spaces - the Kur ring gai area is one of
the few remaining places with a reasonable tree canopy. Having large trees does attract
rain and we should not lose this - We will have difficulties attracting significant rain if
Sydney loses more trees. This is in addition to the points you have already made re
keeping the area cooler in summer.

NOne of these apartments offer social housing - | only found out that affordable housing
simply means that you dont need to pay more than 30% of your income. We need more
social housing to assist the homeless. These developments do not include social housing.
Parking issues and traffic will increase.

WE need more green spaces and passive recreation space .

During Covid lockdown - the apartment dwellers came and sat on nature strips and
peoples front yards in Gordon since there is very little space for passive gathering as it is.
Given current building practices - where we have seen multiple instances of building
defects and people have had to abandon their houses. Has anyone been brought to
account for these criminal actions?

Can we not fix and build trust in these developments first before allowing open slather?
These housing developments are crumbling and there has not been a single conviction
there are too many people coming to Sydney - we need better decentralisation , better
facilities and better management of our current developments.

The current facilities eg the libraries, parks, schools are already heavily used and shouldnt
be a magnet for thousands more people to come.

A bold idea would be to promote decentralisation and build up communities

Road traffic and parking availability already out of control especially around the St Ives
Shopping Village and on Mona Vale Rd St Ives. Back roads to Hornsby always congested.
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Power grid capacity, schools capacity, medical service, sewerage system. Even now all of
these overloaded. Please solve current issue first before building new building.

| understand we need more housing, but blanket zoning changes that don’t take into
account local considerations won'’t work, and 6-7 storey buildings will look totally out of
place in KRG. My biggest concerns about this are traffic congestion and parking (already
very challenging), loss of tree canopy and negative impact on our unique heritage
buildings.

Developing rail corridors is fine as people have the option to use public transport

When will all the infrastructure be upgraded before all the extra residents flood the
areas????!!l Schools (more teachers) more police, more health care services, roads to
deal with more traffic

This will negatively impact our local area, reducing the tree canopy substantially and
increasing the run off of rain water. It will be bad for the community to have so much hard
surface in what’s currently a leafy suburb of Roseville - becoming much less leafy and will
lose its character, lose the connection to nature.

Australia is changing with population growth and diversification. Governments need to
respond accordingly with meeting the housing needs of these changes.

The current "High destiny zoned" areas are very restrictive compared to other areas. |
strongly support the ability to go 6-7 stories high within 400m of the station.

6 to 7 story blocks create a concrete jungle environment.

Public consultation and various objective assessments eg. impact on traffic, services, local
residents have to be completed and results openly shared before any decisions can be
made.

Council has consistently stifled development. Why does Turramurra have a Cole's from
the 1970's, it's because of disastrous planning by Council that has no approved plan for
Turramurra. If Council won't do its job then it's up to the State government to do it.

As a resident, we love the green of this area, we don’t want it has changed by building
more apartments. | totally disagree this changes.

already in our street the waterboard sewer lines have failed twice this year. What would
happen with more residents? We would need complete renewal of basic infrastructure
before there was to be an increase in resident numbers.

There are already many high rises in the surrounding areas (Macquarie, Hornsby,
Chatswood), plus apartments on one side of Gordon. Why spoil a beautiful heritage area
with distasteful high rises and ruin everyone’s quality of life in such a vast country. Why
not assess each area individually and maybe go 4 stories along pacific highway and on
the heritage side of Gordon 3-4 stories, leaving the area relatively untouched?

Object to overriding council LEP and DCP
Strongly object to non-refusal conditions

Will a Labor government give a damn about what Ku-ring-gai thinks? There is a flood of
immigrants pouring into Australia and | imagine that most residents everywhere oppose
increased crowding. At this state of development, migration becomes a ponzi scheme.

At the end of the day, the future of Sydney housing is "up”, not "out".

Ku-ring-gai need to accept that there will need to be higher density. However, there are
better ways to do it.

There is no reason that Council could not do a large unit development on their car park
along Wade Lane and on the car park on the other side, straddling the train line. High
density development can be done over/along the trainline corridor, rather than tearing
apart the character of the general area.

Strongly support the NSW government proposal. Affordable housing for all that’s close to
the city. Opportunity first home buyers to buy into the Northshore

It is understood that additional housing has to be provided, however affected residents'
opinion should be in considered when planning and implementing measures. If residents'
needs and amenities are ensured, no problem to "densify" areas near train stations. The
unique heritage and nature of our council area should always be given priority.
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Traffics and schools are already super busy , it will be even worse after building more
high density properties. The nature will be seriously damaged or ruined including trees
and bushes.

Traffic and congestion is already a problem & the NSW plans will make it worse

where else will our kids live???? also nurses, teachers, paramedics etc. etc.

There is a total lack of careful planning and consultation with residents- this decision has
been thrust upon us and there is no planning to mitigate the negative impact on residents.
It is a kneejerk political grab to try and solve a complex environmental and social problem.

No change to heritage

Agree the "one size fits all" approach doesn't cut it. Need more consultation and debate.
Thank you.

look at how horrible it is at Alexandria,Hornsby,Maquarie Park area .............. no one looks
happy ,no one talks in passing each other ....etc

KRG will be losing its character completely. If this goes ahead | and | believe many long
term residents will desert the area never to return

Strongly support council’s decision and involvements.

As Sydney residents we need to all take responsibility for enabling housing affordability.
There is far too strong a sense of NIMBYISM in our area - we have to share the load too.
We are no more special than any other Council region.

| am against this policy as it reveals no real planning or community consultation what
soever.

A band aid method of trying to fix years of poor housing policy. It is a constant barrage of
attacks on heritage and the environment with no real justification for the outcome.

It also provides no help to those that are on the lower economic end of the market just
more fodder for developers and investors?

No infrastructure planning, no fire plan, no canopy, it will be just another poorly built ,
slum in 10 years and Sydney becomes a city with no diversity and heritage .

Killara area does not have the road infrastructure to support all these extra people.

It also shows no indication of taking climate change factors the values that matter to
communities already living and paying rates and taxes.

A rail station in vicinity does not consitute the

Global cities preserve their garden suburbs. Second rate cities don’t value their heritage.

NSW Gment has not adequately communicated HOW they will implement this housing
initiative. Unless immediate steps are taken with infrastructure & community health
services (not even a hint of this on the radar), | cannot see how this will work in practice.
Hence my opposition to it.

Comments: 1. heritage house protection. 2. biodiversity 3. Tree coverage rules will be
thrown out of the window. 4. no more attractive streetscapes. 5. residents will be deprived
of natural light. 6. Negative impact on already crowded roads along Pacific Highway. 7.
Deteriorating pressure on local schools. 8. No respect for the local community at all who
treasure our lifestyle. 9. Worsening affordable housing. Only create profit for developers.
Why the government does not focus on affordable housing in appropriate suburbs with a
better status of the raid, public transportation, etc. 10. Sydney is a city of diverse cities,
Parramatta, Burwood, Chatswood, Hurstville etc. have already characterized by high-
rising buildings, robust shopping centres, sufficient to offer convenient to surrounding
Survurbs. It is ruining Sydney’s unique and combined layout by trying to turn it into a city
as crowded as Tokyo, Shanghai, and Singapore.

1. No infrastructure upgrades including roads and traffic management that results in
congestion in local streets

2. No additional PUBLIC upgrades to education and health including hospital beds and
school classrooms.

3. Lack of enforceable parking requirements for developers to provide adequate parking
spaces when building developments that impacts on street parking and traffic congestion.
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4. Evidence that the housing changes being proposed will accommodate teachers and
health workers who work within the PUBLIC system in the Kuring-gai area and not to
property investors.

5. Evidence that the State Government plan to relieve a housing crisis does not result in
unforeseen consequences - loss of green space, permanently changing a local
environment with loss of community and positive lifestyle.

We would be more supportive of the NSW government proposal if the minimum land size
were set bigger, say at 550 square metres. Also, there needs to be clarity that the 400 or
800 metres distances be from the stations' ticket offices, not just anywhere from the
stations, and this be genuine walking distances, not just a radius from the stations.
Overshadowing also needs to be guarded against, to allow adjoining properties to have
solar access for EV charging and eletricity panels in general. Adequate parking also
needs to be allowed for, to reduce street congestion.

| strongly believe the NSW Government proposal should be amended dramatically. |
agree with providing more affordable housing options but it should be considered in line
with other problems like parking, traffic, natural environment/tree canopy, heritage,
liveability etc. The current proposal is not considered other aspects at all and just
providing more housing option which will ruin the whole council area.

Strong concern about privacy with regard to existing homes being overlooked by taller
buildings

This new change proposal will horriblly damage our neighbourhood, environment and
lower residents living quality. To solve the new immigrants housing issue, please make
sure to improve the traffic, school and other public service issue first.

| oppose these blanket rules. Each suburb should be considered separately and heritage
and environmental factors should not be disregarded. Also the quality of any new builds
should be scrutinised as so many of the apartment blocks erected in the past fifteen years
are already showing signs of significant disrepair

It's all about context. Putting 6-7 storey apartments makes far more sense in a place like
Gordon and Chatswood as they are large commercial zones that have the capacity and
resources to make it work. That being said, there are 4 golf courses between Lindfield and
Gordon, so whilst roads would be extended and you would get a lot of complaints from a
handful of old men who "need" all 4 of those courses, it makes far more sense to build on
top of those. The alternative is bulldozing a series of old houses, widening the roads and
thus destroying the trees and wildlife that | though Kuringai would be proud to own. | want
more affordable and accessible housing, but building apartments that are still going to be
unreasonably expensive on top of ancient houses while you have FOUR GOLF
COURSES isn't the way to do it

Certainly understand the need for increased housing - but proper planning processes and
appropriate consultation is necessary for such a significant change. Appears there will
limited controls in place should these new housing policies be approved with developers
adopting the minimum standards set out in the policies and council having little to no
decision making in its approval processes.

Ku-ring-gai is beautiful. Beauty is a value. Beautiful things should not be destroyed. And
what about the bush? Any development threatens the sanctity of the National Parks.
Please do not allow Ku-ring-gai to be developed.

We live in the St Ives Area with no Train Station unlike the other Surburb's listed. More
development in the St Ives Area means more cars on the road. The St Ives Shopping
Centre and Mona Vale Road is already congested. Also with the Unit development in St
Ives street parking is already at capacity

We live in the St Ives Area with no Train Station unlike the other Surburb's listed. More
development in the St Ives Area means more cars on the road. The St lves Shopping
Centre and Mona Vale Road is already congested. Also with the Unit development in St
Ives street parking is already at capacity
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I'm afraid this bad policy will not stop here, like a cancer. Further, even worse policies will
follow in future. This will only be the first step to further deteriorate the character of
Kuringai area. It is so sad.

It's irresponsible to propose such huge changes to housing before well considering the
transportation, public facilities, community and nature. | strongly disagree the NSW
government propose! It's obviously not a wise plan!

This will change our LGA forever. Already there are huge Mansions going up with no
character, 5 storey units lining the main roads and approvals on extensions approved at a
rate of knots. The traffic is already hectic. The reason we invested in this Area was
because of the beautiful tree's, bushland and wide streets.

After the implementation of this ridiculous proposal, Ku-ring-gai will sadly no longer be the
one known as the lung of Sydney and the richness of heritage character.

Already it is impossible for commuters to park within a kilometre of Gordon station after 9
am

The proposed planning will not solve the problem of housing affordability as the land value
will inflate significantly and the price will eventually come back to the house purchaser.
(Normal people still cannot afford it).

For local area, our character (eg. leafy green and heritage houses) will be destroyed. So,
the new proposed planning is lose-lose for both new and existing residents.

Rezoning heritage preservation areas like this is absolutely disgraceful.

Significant impact on the heritage and character of the area. Destroying the quality of life
and serenity and character of Ku-ring-gai.

When one looks at livability and lifestyle for oneself and family , there is no other place to
be . Sense of community , safety , the beautiful green spaces and parks , the biodiversity
and animals and birds , freedom away from noise, crowdedness , fighting for parking ,
traffic noise , lights , pollution . Take that away and put up endless apartment blocks ,
terrace houses , mid and high rise cut large plots into 2 plots , cars parked all over the
streets , (happening already ) cutting down all the trees where wildlife lives , (replanting
they say one small tree per 250 m2 if space only , crowded spaces and garbage . The
sense of community , heritage, and what makes Ku-ring-gai the special place to live , will
be gone . It will put a strain on all services , roads, electricity ,parking , people breathing
down each others necks . NSW Planning does not say much about conserving the
environment , climate change , expanding roads , parking and other services . | doubt the
new buildings will have solar panels , water collection tanks , the use of gray water and
sewer systems . It will put a strain on us who live in Ku-ring-gai who follow the rules and
look after our environment .

How can the NSW Govt force this issue . .

This will essentially destroy Ku-ring-gai as being a green leafy , safe , family area with
beautiful streets and trees and beautiful heritage houses and gardens .

450m blocks are small and do not allow green space - western Sydney has lots of
buildings and minimal trees - increasing to increased temperature

Some areas of Kuringgai are bottle necks and increased population would be dangerous
with bushfires

We strongly oppose the proposal to rezone. This threatens the uniqueness and integrity of
the community, lacks consideration for existing infrastructure's ability to support increased
development density, and could lead to resource overuse and a decline in residents'
quality of life. Risks of traffic congestion and environmental degradation would also be
exacerbated. Maintaining current zoning regulations is crucial to safeguarding the well-
being and interests of community members and passing on the unique charm to future
generations.

We strongly oppose the proposal to rezone. This threatens the uniqueness and integrity of
the community, lacks consideration for existing infrastructure's ability to support increased
development density, and could lead to resource overuse and a decline in residents'
quality of life. Risks of traffic congestion and environmental degradation would also be
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exacerbated. Maintaining current zoning regulations is crucial to safeguarding the well-
being and interests of community members and passing on the unique charm to future
generations.

Heritage listed areas should not be rezoned and destroyed like what they had planned for
the queen Victoria building in the 1970s.

DOES NOT CONSIDER ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS TO COPE
WITH/ *TRAFFIC CONGESTION / *ADDITIONAL STORMWATER FROM DEVELOPED
LAND /*SHORTAGE OF SCHOOLS , RECREATION FACILITIES & OTHER PUBLIC
SERVICES & HEALTH

The housing proposals will desecrate Ku-ring-gai, and change the character completely
irreversibly.

The proposal is too blunt and is being applied without consideration for the future -
infrastructure, schooling, hospitals, civic facilities, waste management to name a few - nor
respect for the heritage and flora and fauna of the area. It is a sledgehammer socialist
diktat to address an issue that has been building for decades. More careful consideration
is required, with council engagement, and with an understanding that council need to be
more proactive and willing to facilitate planning than they have in the past.

They are trying to sneak this through without proper consultation (politics of envy).

It will wreck the ambience and charm of this area. There are plenty of areas with no charm
and they could be improved with a Village atmosphere incorporated in greater and more
stylish developments, such as Parramatta Road Leichhardt, Ashfield, Lewisham,
Stanmore etc.

No other. | have made a separate submission to support the proposal.

| am worried about the loss of trees and vegetation by overdevelopment. | am also
concerned about the increase in traffic and pressure on parking, roads and rail from
congestion. Parks and reserves are also being adversely impacted. The character of our
area is being destroyed.

The planning proposals constitute profound overdevelopment and will result in
overcrowding and increased congestion. They will also destroy trees and vegetation and
increase heat island effect. The adverse impact upon heritage and conservation areas are
also profound. The changes will transform the character of our local government area
toward declining amenity and liveability.

The planning proposals are overdevelopment that will tip the balance of liveability
adversely and also adversely impact upon trees and vegetation, increase heat island
effect as well as increase pressure on traffic, parking, parks and reserves.

Please fight these changes in the Wahroonga area

The Luvv should wholly support the state governments housing plan. The area needs to
be adjusted to suit any people not just a few privileged people

| strongly oppose the proposed reforms. Dual occupancy and higher density living will
change our highly valued community that so many of us rely on for our health and
happiness.

Our health and well-being will be impacted by the destruction of more green space and
green canopy in our back gardens. If anything the pandemic showed us is that having
access to green spaces promotes a healthy mental and physical well being. This is very
well documented and should not be taken at time of mental health crisis.

The local wildlife will be seriously impacted by increasing the density and removing green
canopy and gardens. The impact on our bird life and insects is of particular concern. The
character, history and heritage of our “leafy suburbs” will be destroyed forever.

We do not have the infrastructure and services to support a greater population. The lack
of infrastructure includes parking, footpaths, buses, trains, daycare and schools. This will
seriously adversely impact the existing members of the community. The increase traffic is
a concern, with increased frustrations with heavy traffic and bottlenecks, and increased
pollution is a concern to our health. The traffic in the Pacific Highway is already bumper to
bumper most of the day. The solution is not a new tunnel, just look at the disaster from the

58




Rozelle Interchange.

This change in policy which has the effect of reducing the potential value of my property
(by vastly increasing capacity).

As a long standing resident of Ku-ring-gai council, | am firmly opposed to the proposal.
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.

This will destroy the quiet, leafy nature of Lindfield.

Please read Productivity Commissioners report - What we Gain by building more homes in
the right places.

Current knee jerk proposal does not seem to consider need to provide more roads, parks,
schools and upgrade water, wastewater and electricity networks to handle the extra
population.

Critical to focus on quality new developments not what we have seen in recent times.
Councils have an important role in managing this.

This is not why we moved to Lindfield. The benefit of the lower north shore is its large
block sizes, leafy trees, greenery outlook, privacy between homes, heritage houses and
family orientated. If we wanted to live in an area with low density apartment blocks, more
affordable living,- we would have chosen Chatswood. We strongly oppose.

| support the rezoning in principle to increase density, but | condone the lack of
accompanying material planning around improving supporting infrastructure, such as
public transport, schooling, public healthcare, police and fire protection. One does not
work without the other as it's well known to urban planners and can be observed in other
municipalities like Central Coast or western suburbs of Sydney.

| am particularly concerned about the impact on our local flora and fauna.

The increase in population will place huge pressure on local schools, medical services,
hospitals, fuel stations, parks, recreation centres, sports grounds etc. Roads will be
clogged up , not just with increased domestic traffic but with freight traffic which needs to
service, for example, supermarkets and petrol stations.

Whilst the need for new and affordable housing is recognised, there needs to be a much
more visionary plan including building new towns which are linked by high speed rail -
develop the areas between Wahroonga and Newcastle for example or Sydney and
Wollongong

- increase employment opportunities by incentivising business to have officesin new
towns. It is short sighted to put pressure on the existing areas where there is simply no
land. There are vast swathes of land which could used for well designed housing and
infrastructure, creating employment and high liveability. The idea of creating cramped and
high rise housing will not meet the objectives of improving housing as it will rive people
away and into other states and territories, thereby having a negative impact on the State
economy. There needs to be a push for high speed trains and much improved public
transport so that housing can be developed in areas that are not already congested. The
character will of course change and the impact on heritage will be severe in a country that
doesn't have much heritage and needs to protect what it has for future generations.

| am particularly concerned at the high-handed approach by the State government in
attempting to override the local council

This will be an enivironmental disaster and will ruin the ambience of the north shore

| am a strong supporter and want this to move fast. I've been a property owner in Pymble
for more than 15 years and live in a heritage house. We certainty as to whether we should
continue to maintain our house, sell or stay. We are nearing retirement and slow
processes will really cause us a lot of problems and nervousness as to what we should
do. Only other concern is traffic as a result of high densities around Pymble. Already it's
an issue. Infrastructure investment will be needed to support a much higher population
density.

We believe that the proposed development will have a detrimental effect on the quality of
living conditions in our area and a negative impact on the environment. There will be an
increased volume of traffic and traffic congestion will accordingly rise. The general
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ambience of the area will be undermined on account of the higher density of the
population.

Minister Sartor when Planning Minister enacted the ban on further SEP 55 development in
North Turramurra.

This was due to NTAG campaign due to the threat of bush fires in this area.

This act must be preserved.

Need more housing where people want to live

Lindfield local streets , especially around station are already gridlocked and can’t take
more traffic. Especially in the eastern side

My household is strongly opposed to the proposed changes announced by the NSW state
government. These changes reflect the lack of local community consultation by
disregarding the significant adverse impact of a drastic increase in housing without a
commensurate improvement in the infrastructure and services provided in the area. The
NSW state government should consider consulting with local communities first ahead of
releasing an amended policy that enables an increase in housing supply (to tackle the
current shortage) but also does not drastically impact the character, liveability, local
natural environment, ability to get around and access to services of the local area.

Population growth in Sydney is unavoidable. Rail corridors provide transport decreasing
the need for roads. Other services need to be upgraded, such as improved public
transport, schools and all other public services and facilities.

Terrible policy that clearly for political points from this government

| support the concept of infill, as opposed to greenfields development in Western Sydney.
HOwever, the new housing should meet the highest sustainability and net zero standards
(e.g. no gas connections, solar panels, top quality insulation and natural ventilation). It
should also minimise impact on the amenity provided by the local environment, cause no
net biodiversity loss and be designed to support a thriving community spirit. this requires
extensive strategic planning, not a free reign to developers.

The proposed loss of tree canopy and impact on climate change is unacceptable. This is
the country of my ancestors who served their country in the armed services in all the
conflicts in the 20th century. To destroy this beautiful country is shameful. | do not want
my country destroyed.

| have worked in a public hospital on a low wage for my whole working career, saved and
bought my house which is now under threat. | do not want to be pushed out of my home
by developers. | will not be able to afford to live in the suburb | have lived in for most of my
life. | bought a house close to the railway station so | could access and travel by public
transport and remain independent into my old age. With these changes | will be forced to
move. To destroy the historic centres and create high rise demonstrates a lack of respect
for the residents, the history and the hard work that people have contributed to building a
beautiful place to live. Badly designed and poorly built high rise apartment buildings do
not create communities.

| feel like we need to do something about housing and higher density living is part of the
solution. I'm very concerned however about loss of trees and natural habitat but feel the
current new builds are all house and very little garden so that argument is already lost.

| strongly oppose the NSW government housing policy because it will negatively impact on
the the character of Ku-ring-gai, especially heritage areas and buildings and will reduce
liveability of the area. |

in principal | do not oppose increasing the diversity and density of dwellings in the Ku-ring-
ai LGA or changing current local planning controls to allow more density. provided the
development is done well. However | strongly oppose the NSW government's one size fits
all approach, lack of consultation and minimal if any development standards that will have
detrimental implications for the liveability of future generations.

Too many people only creates further congestion and strain on current infrastructure such
as schools, kindergartens, medical services, and removes the harmonious balance in
what is already a full suburb. Most suburbs within Sydney are full - no more people
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required and of course when immigration is increased most settle in Sydney causing huge
housing and other issues. Constructing huge 6 storey residential towers near railways
and shopping centres only amplifies the issues - it doesn't alleviate it. State and Federal
Government should start managing the economy and stop using lazy economy to increase
the government coffers. Putting more people in without widening roads, adding more
medical and school facilities only makes it more difficult for current locals to use these
facilities which are already maxed out!!!

Again the Government has not considered vital infrastructure Schools Parking Transport
traffic noise.

The removal of any green space would adversely affect the animal life and bird life that
frequent our streets and surrounding parkland we may end up losing it all, the noise and
constant danger would be great and it would increase the overall temperatures in the area
and increase the fire danger if you end up compressing more than one house per lot, we
already take great care with that in mind. Furthermore, it would put significant strain on the
old infrastructure, and significant upgrades would need to be made. as it is the system is
already struggling.

The streets and road systems would not be able to cope with such a large influx of traffic,
we already have a hard time getting in and out of many streets as it is and parking is quite
a challenge, leading to more pollutants and noise across the board, we don't need this
lovely area that we all love and enjoy turning into a free for all.

| am in agreement if it was only

Along the road on the train

Line but any further out impacts older homes which we should be keeping, as well
At tree canopy and wild

Life habitat.

The building area site ratios need to be maintained or improved in favor of sunlight,
landscaping and privacy elements particularly in regard to the medium density proposals.
We need a plan which maintains or improves the environment and amenity of this
beautiful part of Sydney. Our roads ,parking, vehicle congestion,water supply and
sewerage limitations will not sustain the increased concentration of population, There has
to be a more moderate and carefully considered solution on decentralization of the
population and provision of work opportunities.

Loss of heritage would be devistating for the community, change the unique attributes of
the North Shore and irreversibly alter its heritage and environmental contribution to
Sydney. We do however need to contribute to more housing opportunity close to transport
so something has to give here. To preserve the heritage dominant areas east of the
railway from Roseville through Gordon, it would seem sensible to develop the total area
between the highway and the railway through Lindfield, Killara and Gordon. This entire
area is an easy walk to rail, even those areas not within 400m, and have good vehicular
highway access. Schools are close (both primary and secondary - private and public) and
the opportunities for other community services could be readily realised near these areas
through existing infrastructure and new developments. Heritage buildings do not
dominate this area so negotiating this area as an alternative area to what the NSW govt
has proposed for TOD would have minimal impact on Kuringai'sHeritage (providing any
highly significant buildings are earmarked for retention and any surrounding developments
to be sympathetic to them).

The concept of high rise apartments away from the main transport routes (eg St Ives)
would simply result in greater traffic in the area and hence lower the overall standard of
living in the area.

The impact on increased large scale development will greatly impact the number of trees
etc. and impact the overall climate in the area (as can be seen in other Sydney areas such
as Marsden Park where large scale developments has allowed for significant tree
removed to facilitate development ).

To be honest people want to come to the region because of it's leafy / Single family home
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characteristics - the introduction of higher density removes much of why people aspire to
live in the area as well as impacting the value of current properties.

The overall policy is wrong as it is ultimately a never-ending problem. Where supply will
never meet demand and the overall increase in population will result in a continued
shortage - today 6-7 story buildings, tomorrow 20-30 as seen in Rhodes

While not strictly speaking a State level issue, the size of immigration will always outstrip
supply - currently we are looking at the equivalent of an additional Canberra, each year.
This is un-sustainable and hence the policy comes across as a knee-jerk political
response rather than an actual solution.

The policies should be looking at how to moderate demand rather than a bandaid solution
that impacts the long term live-ability of the entire Nth Shore

Detail from Government is sketchy and would not succeed in providing affordable housing
, just line the pockets of wealth property developers. It risks beautiful heritage homes, and
overcrowd areas that are already compromised in parking availability and already have
stymied traffic conditions at peak school times. Schools are over crowded already, sink
your money into infrastructure for transport links to areas that aren't already developed
instead of ruining established suburbs that represent great architectural value but also
lack the school space to support the families you seek to house.

We currently live in St Johns Wood Estate at the end of St Johns Avenue , Gordon. This
development (now around 30 years old) is very satisfactory medium density living..
Replication of similar developments would be appropriate.

We don't understand why the heritage laws that have preserved the character of the
suburb are being changed to serve a policy that will not lead to housing which is
affordable for new home buyers.

No account of geographic challenges- 800m from Warrawee and Turramurra stations for
example is low density family homes. Significant apartment building on the west side of
the highway is likely to further worsen stormwater challenges and materially alter the
environment of those that have chosen to live there. Similar on the east side - with added
traffic challenges. Dual occupancy is less impactful. What they call mid rise is high rise for
this area and not appropriate for the road infrastructure. The north shore has one major
road running north to south and it's hardly fit for purpose now. Attempts to significantly
increase traffic volume on and around this road should not be considered- and that’s what
the proposals will result in.

The proposal is a disgrace

We've already had considerable development around shopping centre and on Mona Vale
road, without the necessary infrastructure - roads and parking- that is necessary. There is
no point in additional buildings without the required infrastructure ( roads and parking). In
fact, it's potentially dangerous and not responsible planning. Furthermore, unless the
government takes control of building standards and monitors construction, there is no
point whatsoever in putting up new buildings. Thank you, Sharon Cowen, St Ives Chase
resident.

Proposed development will add even more strain to already congested Pacific Highway;
old district plumbing and infrastructure will not cope. Killara electricity substation already
under stein with unplanned blackouts every few weeks. Desirable features of area (leaf

canopy, green space and charm) will be destroyed.

There needs to be an environmental plan integrating our fantastic nature in the year of
global warming.

Property values will significantly decrease as the character of the area is forever lost. The
heritage character will be destroyed, never to be recovered. Parking and traffic will be
beyond what the infrastructure can cope with. Existing properties will lose value as parking
will not be available and heritage homes will be overshadowed by high rise apartments.
Tree canopy will be lost.
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It seems a sensible and logical progression to the expanding needs. Done well it will
beneficial to the prospects of residents and solve housing and affordability problems.
Progressive policy fully supported.

Facilities such as shopping mall or at least supermarkets are needed

Kuringai is a beautiful leafy area. Please leave heritage alone. The traffic is already
congested and will only be further worsened with flats, limited parking in them and on the
street. We moved here to get away from high rise buildings.

This propasal is undemocratic and dictatorial

This proposal is undemocratic and dictatorial!

Traffic is already chaotic in the area due to many parents driving children to school/sport.
However, the most upsetting thing is Ku-rin-gai is known for it's beautiful trees and
heritage areas and if these were to be reduced, it would be devastating for Australian
history.

if there needs to be increased number of apartments around stations, tier the heights
down from the centre to the edges i.e. starts at 6 and ends up at 2

We live in the wahroonga area. Additional housing would ruin the vibe of the village and
put a strain on local services available to existing residents. Also trains already crowded
enough at wahroonga/Turramurra without more housing/residents coming in.

Development within the LGA over the last decade has come with very little development in
supporting infrastructure including road infrastructure and transport access. Without
improvements to these assets, there should not be any further major population density
increases concentrated around the Pacific Highway.

Some houses or land in Kurungai seem to be neglected or unoccupied so might as well
use up

No value no respect

We chose to live in this area where we have a beautiful environment. How would traffic
and schools cope? | agree that hapusing density needs to be increased but council should
have some control over their own areas and decisions made in the best interests of the
area

As a current resident in Ku-ring-gai, | strongly oppose the proposed housing policy
changes in our community.

Heritage and trees need to be protected

Ku-ring-gai as we currently know it would lose its sense of community, its tree canopy, its
local natural environment and most of all its liveability

very good overall

Closer to Station people doesn’t need to use car to go to work

there is no parking and lots of traffic congestion around infrastructure already in the
Kuringai area.

Existing areas near stations are already built up and additioanl building would be
devasating to local traffic and available services . You cannot get in and out of these areas
along the train lines already. Apartments tend to lower the tone of an area just look at
what is occuring in these areas eg Hornsby, Chatswood, Meadowbank, Rhodes, Lindfield,
Roseville, Strathfield , Burwood, Ashfiled the list goes on. Not a good idea. It creates
concrete jungles, with little light and huge congestion with little parking.

Support/understand the need for additional housing policies across Sydney and the state.
Current council criteria for developement and tree/green cover should be maintained.
Please find feedback points and summary comments below:

FEEDBACK

New apartment and townhouse development near stations around KRG is ongoing and
with mostly good design and green space; plus apartment developments on the highway
with minimal or no setback and green/tree space — is the state government aware of this?
The NSW Premier on television news last Thursday evening said he was willing to "...sit
down with councils" - KRG Council should follow this up and seek constant engagement
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with him.

One of the NSW Government election mandates was addressing the housing shortage -
KRG Council should understand this focus and where possible be a willing partner in this
policy and explain what is already happening in KRG with additional housing. Do we have
an existing affordable housing policy for people/families in our area?

Focus on having similar planning controls for set back, heritage and environment;
understanding that we will loose some of them to accommodate extra housing.

Retention of gardens for all houses.

With the planet warming and Australia experiencing more extreme weather, KRGs green
policies should be encouraged and not reversed.

Council should take lessons learned from actions of the previous Labour Government (mid
2000s) focus on our area and

a) understand that the outcome will mostly be unfortunately be what we're reading

a) realise that we will loose some of our houses near stations; however, aim to minimise
and maintain the heritage properties where possible

b) work to ensure that ongoing/future developments match the existing KRG Council
criteria to ensure the green cover and look and feel that compliments existing homes in
KRG

a) With ongoing scenarios of builders going bust, what protections are in place for people
finding themselves living next door to building sites?

c¢) Provide feedback on the pattern book and look for opportunities to amend/add value to
this document, so that where possible it benefits our area and that no new development
should be approved that doesn't match the pattern-book designs and/or council criteria.

SUMMARY

Point F in the Council resolution on housing meeting...write to the Mayors of all Sydney
metropolitan councils seeking for these councils to fight back and demand that the
proposed changes to planning controls be withdrawn...may require more thought. Many
of these councils might (a) love to have some of our issues and/or not see them as issues
at all.

KRG is a unique place to live, with Council overall managing our community, heritage,
environment, look and feel in a good way. An increased population with additional
housing should continue to know about see the same benefits that we have now.

KRG may need to ramp up the postal and electronic information to residents with regular
updates

There should be a ongoing reminder/record of what we may loose. Council should set up
a then/now type of page on Council's website showing:

developments as they are approved/proceed

images of properties (especially heritage) approved for demolition

images of streets about to change

KRG percentage of tree/green cover and regularly measuring and updating to show
reductions/current percentage as developments progress.

After a decade of living in Ku-ring-gai we are having to pack up our family and move away,
as the lack of housing options and the greed of vendors has priced us out of the area that
we love. Our children will have to change schools and sports clubs, leaving behind friends
and lifelong connections. My wife and | will face longer commutes to and from work, and
will need to try and reestablish ourselves in a new community elsewhere.

Ku-ring-gai must do its part to alleviate the housing affordability crisis, and not simply
claim it’s all too hard, or Ku-ring-gai is too special to lean in on this generational issue. The
wailing and whining of disgustingly wealthy NIMBY's should not be allowed to dictate
government policy - they say it's about trees, but the reality is that these people don’'t want
to admit that they are the problem and are standing in the way of a solution.

It is terrible to hear that our beautiful local area, full of history, charm and green areas
could be taken away. And replaced with high rise buildings, a loss of character,
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community and increased traffic and congestion.
| strongly oppose this development decision.

Permitting high rise near town centers such as st Ives, will increase traffic congestion, be
dangerous for pedestrian traffic and diminish the natural bush ambience which is one of
the main reasons people live in the area.

Bush fires - having a greater population density in bush fire areas will lead to loss of life as
that larger group of people need to evacuate on a road and rail infrastructure set up for
considerably less people.

Reducing tree canopy across the council will also increase temperatures forcing an
increased reliance of air conditioning and contributing to climate change.

Please move to Kuringai as it is known to be a green and leafy area.

In depth engagement from the communities and local councils is paramount regarding the
Chris Minns led NSW Government proposed plan to increase housing and population
density of local areas especially close to rail and local shopping precincts. This extreme
measure in the hope that it will alleviate housing availability is short sighted and not an
acceptable solution.

This is not what living in the suburbs of Sydney is expected from the communities who
have chosen to live in, offering neighbourhood advantages especially in the upbringing of
children.

Degradation of the environment that will occur if density housing proceed.

The infrastructure required for this increase in housing density will be significant as will be
seen in road congestion, car parking spaces (already at peak), sewerage and drainage
problems.

How will people afford to live in the new apartments?

this has been rushed, void of consultation and proper consideration and transparency.
Strongly oppose the NSW Gvt's approach

Ku-ring-gai's roads, sewerage and utility infrastructure is too old and crumbling to take on
more buildings in this area. So much tree canopy will be lost, it will affect the health and
air quality of Ku-ruing-gai residents.

The proposed changes by the Minns Labor Government will irreversibly allow construction
of apartments and other housing that will:

Damage the special character of Kuringai neighbourhoods;

destroy tens of thousands of trees in our local area and greatly damage our local wildlife
and environment,

Ku-ring-gai Council estimates up to 40,000 trees will be lost in its Council area); the
cooling affect of the tree canopy will be lost leading to increased energy consumption and
massive degradation of the lived experience.

Higher density will involve lifts, greater use of air-conditioning increasing cost to build and
maintain.

Existing open space will become more crowded with general congestion.

This lifestyle may be acceptable to some people but current residents have made their
choice and are being betrayed by these measures.

It will overcrowd our public schools which cannot take more students - more than 50% of
schools already have staff vacancies;

Add to the already congested local roads with traffic and parking; and

overwhelm our other local infrastructure such as shops, hospitals, trains, buses, sewage
and drainage facilities without any new infrastructure to accompany these changes.
These measures will not solve the housing problems, more imaginative solutions
maintaining the unique Australian lifestyle rather than repeating the mistakes evident in
many other parts of the world.

The Gordon centre is long overdue for a major redevelopment as a high rise - mixed use
with residential.
What has always held this back when Gordon is the major train hub.
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One of the often unspoken benefits of the north shore tree canopy is that it importantly
provides 'lungs' to assist air quality for the Sydney Basin generally.

Ku-ring-ai Council needs to play its part in adding more housing and housing options. An
entire generation is being locked out of affordable housing and all levers at all levels of
Government need to be used to improve the situation. NSW Government proposal may
need some additional controls so that infrastructure is also improved but its a start. Ideally
additional housing and density needs to also be spread out across the whole of Ku-ring-ai.

Still scant land in kuringgai without degrading the whole area

These proposed changes will change the landscape of the area for the worse.

Suburbs such as Roseville, will lose their character and heritage.

This whole proposal is nothing more than a rush job to cater for a surge of immigrants
coming into the country without any proper planning.

Building proper roads and public transport require urgent focus in order to assist with the
already chaotic traffic on our roads.

There are many other suburbs around Sydney that should be targeted first. This includes
the Sydney CBD. There are many shops and cafes that have shut down due to high rent.
Many of these shops can be transformed into housing.

Be careful with your planning. We are already at gridlock with traffic. Tree canopy needs
to remain as is! This proposal is NOT the solution to climate change.

Would prefer higher density being achieve through Manor Houses rather than Appartment
Buildings as that would be more in character with the local heritage

Very concerned about the environmental impact of these proposals. The area has already
seen significant negative impact from development. The beauty of the area has been
damaged already. Further development will impact the quality of life for the native fauna,
flora and humans.

Your survey is too broad with regard to Q2. | support allowing terraces, townhouses and
two storey apartment blocks very near railway stations (ie. within 450 metres) and feel that
would be a positive addition to the housing mix, | don't support them within 500 - 800mtrs
of stations. Any changes however, need to respect local heritage protections, provide
adequate off street parking and maintain the current tree canopy to support local native
wildlife. Any such development should not be allowed to happen within 1.5 km of any
national park land or native reserves.

| am angered that the NSW State Government's solution to its many years of planning
failures is to now push through housing policy changes that will have a significant negative
effect on the lives of many Ku-ring-gai residents. In many, many cases, people’s lives and
dreams will be shattered. Many of us have chosen to live in Ku-ring-gai because it
provides a lifestyle and environment that we want. We have bought houses, renovated
them, grown gardens, and turned them into family homes with dreams of spending many
years enjoying what we have created. To have those dreams suddenly torn apart
because the NSW State Government wants to cram more people into Sydney is morally
wrong. To have our suburbs handed over to developers who care not for creating a
community, but just maximising profits is morally wrong. This applies to all areas affected
by these plans - not just Ku-ring-gai.

The TOD is particularly offensive - it is simply poor decision making by lazy people - it
treats every train station and the surrounding 400m of local community the same,
regardless of whether these stations are single or multi-platform. Further, no information
has been provided on increased infrastructure such as schools, roads, sewers, and
stormwater to support the projected increases in population.

Pushing blanket, unbalanced housing supply to meet excessively high migration rates only
harms the sense of community, heritage, character of suburbs and negative impacts on
quality of living (traffic, parking, environment, services...) It's a deeply flawed policy that
only benefits developers.

| am very worried about the changes in the housing policy. I live in Roseville and my
house falls in the area that is subject to this change. Roseville is a beautiful suburb, with
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lovely older houses, many of which have beautiful established gardens. The thought that
these houses may be demolished and have apartment blocks built in their place is
absolutely tragic.

Does the government realise what we are losing if we go ahead with these proposed
changes.

Well Ku ring gai council was very closed for developments all these years. Not even a
duplexes and a resonable sub-division was approved. Well, yes, trees, animals and birds
need to live. But most importantly people to need to first, don't forget that.

| strongly oppose the proposed changes and the lack of consultation provided to residents
and Council. | have always been supportive of sensible well planned development and
acknowledge the need for more housing but this proposal will create more issues. The
biggest loser will be the environment.

For too long nimby residents have objected to increased density in Ku Ring Gai. Monster
houses that are 450m2 internal being built to house 3 or 4 people on 900m2 blocks is
ridiculous. Vibrant suburbs and communities are made by people, not big boxes that
people lock themselves in. Many other areas of Sydney have encouraged medium and
high density living and these suburbs are thriving communities with a diversity not found in
Ku Ring Gai. Lets get with the times and stop being so selfish and encourage change for
the long term benefit of our communities.

This proposal is a knee-jerk political response to the housing crisis caused by the
governments unmanaged and out of control immigration policy which now seeks a blanket
solution to a problem of their own creation. It does not consider the environmental impact,
the community views on which these impacts will be applied, the historical and heritage
aspects of the proposal, the infrastructure needs required to support the changes, the
impact on traffic, parking and local amenity. Data shows net immigration should be
constrained to circa 80,000 p.a, so a multiple of at least 5 times that level in 2023 is well
above that level and also pushes housing costs up. | will vote against any government that
pursues a one size fits all proposal of this nature.

Global warming is a problem. Removing trees, bringing in more people with no
infrastructure is a disaster.

High density housing without roads, schools, hospitals, transport will cripple already
strained infrastructure and destroy the existing and organically growing communities

NSW govt needs to commit to infrastructure - wider roads, more parking, more schools,
more beds in hospitals, more trains etc.

Syd is not like London or Paris and do not have a public transport culture. Most people,
other than going to/from work, don't use public transport for social events, leisure,
entertainment etc. Increased housing around stations won't work, land costs are so high
that any home units built will not be affordable.

Local conditions must be considered in residential planning. This is best done by local
councils, not state government.

| am angered that the NSW State Government’s solution to its planning failures over many
years is now quickly pushing through housing policy changes that will have a significant
impact on Ku-ring-gai residents. The TOD is particularly offensive - it treats every train
station and the 800m around it the same, regardless of whether the station is single or
multi-platform, or if it has the necessary infrastructure around it to support a significant
increase in commuters. The NSW State government has not provided any information
about what its intentions are in relation to funding infrastructure upgrades - roads, sewers,
stormwater, schools, parking stations — which are essential to support the projected
increase in population.

| strongly oppose the proposed changes as it will result in over 100% increase in the
population in Roseville, impacting the sense of community, quiet environment and the
wildlife

The west side of Roseville borders the Lane Cove National Park. Bushfires in 1994 came
to the end of my street, burnt fences, insufficient water pressure to fill gutters to stop
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ember spread, only 2 narrow streets for evacuation and emergency vehicles. Told by
police to have a bag packed for evacuation. Blue Gum HIgh Forest extends into proposed
7 storey zone. Bye bye BGHF. So much for retaining and promoting the environment by
the developer led government. Access to Pacific Highway is difficult now at times other
than peak hour. The proposals will make this much worse as there will be cars. Streets
are choked now with parked vehicles. Storm water runoff has already worsened Blue Gum
Creek. Detention basins don't work as their sizing is grossly inadequate and not
maintained. In short a drastic change to our amenity - theft by government for the short
term financial benefit of developers.

Trees, fresh air, open spaces, tight communities are what Ku-ring-gai is about. | support
some growth around railway lines and make these a lively neighborhood hub but it needs
to be done with a sensible and well thought out plan - not a broad 'one fits all' mandate.
Proper planning needs to consider any removal of long established deep tree canopy
cover which makes up our beautiful leafy neighborhood; the removal/impact on Heritage
properties; natural light to homes - is a single level home going to be trapped between two
high rise apartment blocks - it's unnatural, ugly and depressing; the additional
infrastructure and financing for additional services - extra traffic, sewerage, rubbish
disposal, more parks/open spaces etc. will be required and at who's cost?

Overall, | believe we need to make some changes, but the ones currently offered by State
are ill conceived, will remove Councils controls of it's own local area and authority.

We should not allow heritage conservation are to be rezoned

This is the most ridiculous proposal - there is no consideration for traffic impacts, parking,
heritage, flora/fauna or property values and Council should strongly oppose the plans to
represent the views of its community.

No reasonable person could argue that additional housing and density is not needed
across Sydney. Clearly something needs to happen. That's not the issue. Aside from the
stark reality that if the proposals went thru in their current state, and were implemented at
100%, it would add tens of thousands of additional dwellings in the north shore, which is a
huge population spike and exponential strain on everything from traffic to shops, to parks,
to water management etc. And all while irreversibly destroying the very reasons why
people live on the North Shore.

The problem is the manner in which the NSW Govt is going about it is appalling. They
quietly released the proposals in December and gave councils until the end of January to
submit draft responses. That’s poor form and clearly aimed at trying to ram through the
proposals with little to no objection. But it also appears they’ve done almost zero due
diligence on any of the basic research and requirements when looking to implement this
sort of planning. Infrastructure like hospitals, schools, roads, environmental like tree /
canopy cover, soil, rainwater runoff, heritage areas etc. So without doing any of that work,
they’re also flexing their muscles in a draconian manner and saying that any existing
council planning codes are rendered redundant if they don’t allow for the new proposals to
be implemented.

The starting point has been “councils, do what we’re dictating”, rather than saying “we
need to tackle the housing problem and everyone needs to come to the table. How can we
work together to find solutions”. A reasonable, sensible, two-way conversation would yield
better outcomes for all.

If the "Mult-dwelling housing near stations and town centres" did not include 2 storey
apartment blocks (ie developments that are not strataed), | would be very much in favour
of this type of development near stations and town centres. As Rob stokes said as newly
elected Planning minister talking about the missing middle; all people want is a washing
line a vege patch and somewhere to sit out in the sun. The other most important thing that
people want is control over their financial situation. Non strataed dwelling provide this
opportunity, particularly for young families and older couples. There could be a freeing up
of existing properties if this housing type were available. Strataed are suitable for rental
development where the landlord can recoup unexpected expenses and strata levies.
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Retro fit policy, blanket approach without tailored solutions to manage traffic/other
implications to neighbourhood.

If townhouses are permitted, non-strata dwellings are preferred to strata ones as this
increases housing affordability.

The reason that we chose the place that we currently live is the place as it is otherwise we
would live in Chatswood, as a case in point.

No basic infrastructure to support the proposal at all.

Not only will this create more housing for the growing population, it will create wealth for
current residents. Council needs to work with the proposal to ensure any potential
negatives can be balanced out with proper planning.

My feeling is that if environmentally minded citizens and groups got behind the TOD
component of the policy, which has comparitively little impact on wildlife and native
bushland, then it might be possible to soften some of the non-TOD components in the
State policy. These are where the real damage will be done as Jacob Sife pointed out at
the recent Council meeting. The low and mid-rise components are open to community
consultation, which | feel is code for 'willing to discuss' as opposed to the TOD where
clearly there is little or no wiggle room.

It is important to understand that if opposing voices were successful in changing the
government's mind about the whole policy, we don't really solve anything, we just push the
problem elsewhere and perhaps into more urban sprawl into native bushland. Maybe not
Kuringgai bushland but important habitat none the less. That is a dangerous form of
nimbyism that the State government should rightly reject.

Every unit block that goes up somewhere replaces many acres of land clearing on
Sydney's fringes. People have to be housed and high and mid-rise development are, from
many points of view, much more sustainable options than any of the alternatives to
accommodate growth.

The TOD proposal really needs masterplanning added to it, this is critical, and hopefully
council will achieve that but it would be easier for Council if environmentaly minded groups
were supportive of this componenet rather than opposing every aspect of the policy. |
really fear that blanket opposition to both parts of this policy will do more harm than good
for the environment.

| feel we should accept the TOD, support Council's real effort to improve it with master-
planning, and perhaps there will be little need for the low-rise component.

Concern on illegal on street parking (lots of residents just leave their car on the road, park
over limit. We even have caravans permanently parked on some busy streets. Also,
concern about noise level: some children like to yell, cry and scream in their balcony, open
space common area, even though it is day time, it creates nuisances. In general, Gordon
is more congested and more noise than 5 years ago. Too many people now.

There is no evidence that these changes will increase housing affordability in Kuringgai.
Rents are tied to purchase prices and purchase prices of new dwellings are tied to existing
dwelling prices. Simply increasing supply does not guarantee a decrease in price. In a
desirable area, any increase in supply could be soaked up by existing demand of that
area. Further, increased migration matching increase in supply will not lower prices.
Housing is inelastic.

Support increased density within 500mtrs of railway stations.
If State Govt is set on their policy, perhaps phase it over time. e.g. 500 mtrs of rail for next
10-15 years; then if by then more space needed, broaden the area to (say) 750mtrs

No consultation, to remove the heritage after all the years without structure or planning in
certain areas of Ku-ring-gai will cause a disaster for so many and ruin many lives for
residents and history.

High density low cost housing wil lead to slums with increased crime

You should improve infrastructure first, build more schools and roads, parking and etc,
before increasing population.
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7/47 pacific highway owners like myself for developers to buy the land to provide more
affordable housing

This is vandalism

| strongly welcome more diverse housing choices that will mean a more diverse and
inclusive community with better affordability, and more appropriate housing suitable for a
wider range of household types including older people and our children (who currently
cant afford to live in the area)

This proposed new housing policy will increase the population in the local government
area but the NSW Government has not proposed improvements or increases in capacity
for services to support this growth. To increase the housing around the train stations from
Roseville to Gordon and not improve the transport service to support this growth is not
good urban planning. The current developments for affordable housing are mostly to
accommodate single occupants, as this is more profitable for developers. What about
families? The reason most people move to Ku-ring-gai is because of the open spaces,
tree canopy and the character and amenity to this area, this will all be lost with this
proposed new housing policy. How can the NSW Government propose these new
planning controls without considering the total impact on the infrastructure and services to
support this growth?

This proposal will have major impact on heritage buildings, greenscape of Ku-ring-gai and
the local community feel of the area. It will impact traffic which is already terrible and
comes without any infrastructure planning (hospitals, roads, parking)

If this proposal is implemented it will have a major impact on heritage dwellings (they will
be lost), greenery (less trees will create heat), traffic (increased street parking given only
one car space per dwelling and people will still drive), the supporting infrastructure wont
be built as it is always done as an afterthought or will be inadequate (the Royal North
Shore Hospital Masterplan October 2023 is already out of date as this significant
population growth was not factored into its planning).

| intend submitting my strongest objection against the proposed reforms to the NSW Dept
of Planning, and will email copies of my submission to the Mayor and State MP.

We understand the need for housing and we want to develop our property and so we
support the proposal, despite knowing it will be negative for liveability in the area overall.
More rail overpasses for traffic will be required because rail crosses roads and bottlenecks
already exist and will further ensue immediately from more development. Roseville to
Gordon will require more trains and other transport infrastructure. Kuringai also has
environmental value and we would prefer trees retained at least partially and/or offsets to
be provisioned.

| strongly object to the blanket planning proposals of the Minns Government. Ku-Ring-Gai
has been taking it's fair share of redevelopment over the years and | am sure there are
some suitable areas for further consideration that will not affect heritage conservation
areas but this must be down in consultation with Council and residents.

The traffic is already choked, our sewer and stormwater system is so antiquated that our
property flooded in the last major rain event, it just couldn't handle such a downpour.

| also understand that the train system can only accommodate a certain number of train
crossings over the Harbour Bridge per hour - is it 20?7 Peak hour trains are already choked
so how on earth will they handle more commuters?

And what about the loss of tree canopy that helps to keep temperatures down when we
are told that climate change and global boiling are the only things that matter now!!! Not to
mention the loss of animal and bird species.

| would like more community consultation and public meetings to discuss this.

Traffic bottlenecks already a big problem during peak times. The road network cant
support current levels of density. This should be addressed first.

The infrastructure (water and power reliability in particular) traffic, facilities and parking will
all struggle to keep up with the proposed growth. The area has some beautiful heritage
buildings, including our own, that should be preserved as part of the historical significance
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of Sydney and this area.

Our doctors surgery is closed to new patients and difficult to obtain a short notice
appointment. The community services, schools and traffic flow/parking will need serious
development prior to the area being able to cope with such development

The proposed development would cut down trees, some over one hundred years old and
these can not be replaced. There will also be horrendous habitat destruction for all the
plants and animals in this area.

Everybody wants Global warming to end and the Government to make environmentally
good decisions, but instead the Government wants to destroy trees, vegetation and
habitats. There are countless areas, walking distance from Stations, that do not have so
many precious trees and ecosystems. Further develop the already developed areas.
Don't commit environmental murder when you dont have to. There is already lots of
development on the west side of the Pacific Hwy and a large number of these units are
empty. Developers can not sell the housing they have built. This includes industrial and
residential housing. Why destroy invaluable ecosystems, to build more empty buildings.
We need to take care of our planet alot better than we are now.

Some development is necessary and reasonable provided the infrastructure can clearly
support increased density, it targets affordable housing and the living standards of current
locals is not diminished. Tree canopy and environmental factors are vital considerations
(global warming - and we live in this area because it is green!) as are access to medical
etc support, transport issues which go with an increased population. Uncontrolled, profit
driven development with limited council permissible controlled oversight will result in a
very poor outcome - including the very issue it is trying to address - being an increase in
affordable housing - and nothing is said about assisting the plight of housing for the
disabled community.

While generally accepting that because Australia’s population is growing and likewise so
is Sydney, Sydney should not simply continue to expand into the surrounding natural
areas so better use of existing urban space is clearly needed. So Ku-ring_Gai should play
its part in this change. BUT the increases in population must be accompanied by
commensurate schools, parking, basic shopping facilities, medical facilities, sporting
facilities etc.

What a scandal that the Lindfield Village Hub that the Council so badly mismanaged and
for which the State Government recently WITHDREW $10m in funding. The Hub would
have provide some of those critically needed facilities including high rise (6 storey)
housing, community space, shopping. A modern library, parking, childcare etc. A
SIGNIFICANT ASSET SO SADLY (APPARENTLY) LOST TO THE. COMMUNITY
THROUGH INACTION AND BAD MANAGEMENT.

Parking near stations during the week is a huge problem now. New blocks of units always
result in far more cars being left in the streets. All new flats should have 2 car spaces per
unit and station car parking needs to be increased dramatically.

We all have to embrace this new policies in recognition of this unprecedented housing
crisis, our children must be able to access housing in our community rather than traveling
far away 2/3 hour daily. That is no quality of life for our younger generations.

Support medium high rise near major stations with significant shops and transport links
but not stations that are more local as it will destroy the character of the area, heritage and
tree canopy and create more traffic. Killara is a classic example. The station is bound on
both sides by local single laned roads. It has only 3 active shops and streets are
surrounded by heritage houses and amenities. Gordon, and Hornsby are the only real
locations that can sustain more density in housing. Im not against development but it
needs to be in areas that can already support more people and would not be as impacted
to local character and heritage

Young people like me definitely cannot afford any of the huge houses in our area. We
want apartments, townhouses, terraces. We also want more people here to create a more
lively community. Currently Gordon and most of kurringgai is no place for young people at
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all, everyone leaves unless we still live at home until we can leave. More housing, more
apartments will bring give this area life and a future that responds to reality. We can’t stick
our heads in the sand and keep things the same as before. It's not working for young
people at all.

The area has become quite congested in recent years. These changes would make things
much more congested. How many additional schools are planned? Private schools on the
North Shore are already over full. There are few public schools and these are also at
capacity. Parking is already an issue. It will become worse. The whole ambiance and feel
of the are will change. Our reason for locating to the area years ago was the attraction of
the leafy suburban feel.

| feel that the area under the TOD for the North Shore is such expensive land that
developers will only get their money back if they create very costly luxury apartments, and
this does nothing to solve the housing crisis in Sydney. It replaces expensive land with
expensive housing and where is the benefit in that? | am very concerned with the
destruction of heritage and the environment in these areas. Once gone, these are gone
forever. Poor planning policy is poor planning no matter where in Sydney it is.

extremely disappointed with this rush polciy without minimum consideration to heritgage
house portection, biodiversity, tree coverage rule and no more attrative streets capes,
residentents will be deprived of natural light. Lost character of suburb i.e. Killara offerring
peaceful and leafy life-style to long-time aged community as well as many young familes
relocated to here for its enviornment.

This one size fits all policy is ill-considered. When the State government currently has no
effective solutions to resolve issues around defective apartment buildings, what
confidence does the community have that this proposed policy will not exacerbate the
issue of poor qualify apartments being constructed? Given how extensive HCAs are in
KMC, the State Gov should work with Council to see how strict HCA conditions can be
relaxed eg granny flat being allowed to provide more housing.

This year's enrolment at LPS showed an interesting trend that as more apartments are
built, it doesn't lead to increase in enrolment because young families in general cannot
afford to buy or rent in Lindfield. For the ones that can afford to buy, they choose
Roseville/Lindfield/Killara because they would like a house with a backyard, not shoe box
size apartments. It is our leafy surroudings that attract residents to this area.

| understand you need more housing. | would be a lot more comfortable with 4-5 levels
rather than what was proposed. Also you have to consider the impact of services ( ie
schools and childcare). These spaces are already limited. Need to also consider the
impact on traffic and parking.

| have already written a piece on this topic and sent it to council. All residents chose to live
in Kuringai because of its environment-meaning residential houses and foliage et