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Submission
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Design and Place SEPP Explanation of Intended Effect (EIE).

| support the guiding principles that underpin this policy.
However | am not sure that the proposal will support these principles and will probably undermine them. This is because there is too much dt

policy.
I make the following comments

1. Priority to the development industry
According to your brochure “the stated aim of the SEPP is to make the planning system easier for developers, communities, councils, planne
understand and use — and to create built environments that are healthy, sustainable and prosperous”.

This aim gives priority to developers - not to communities nor the environment. It does not create any confidence that this is about good deve
communities and the environment in which development takes place.

The reality is that developers have no commitment to local communities.
Their interest is in profit. They build as much as they can, and they go.
The matters for consideration approach will allow a lot of developer discretion. There needs to be stipulated requirements that are responsive
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need.

2. Climate change mitigation and Basix

The impact of development on climate is the most significant issue facing us today.

There is a need to include high standards for cli

If Basix is to be reviewed it should not be done so with a watered- down approach. Including more flexibility in Basix by moving from current |
flexible requirements, as is proposed, is not supported in any way, nor can it be justified. It's a backward step.

Waverley Council has done quite a lot of work on future proofing development having regard to the climate threat /emergency and this shoulc
https://www.waverley.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/181788/Future_Proofing_Residential_Development_to_Climate_Change_Fine

3. Vegetation and open space
The idea contained in the policy that tree canopy can be offset by green roofs, walls and softscape or two or three small trees is not supporte
Aesthetically it does not compare and from a climate perspective it does not stack up.

Allowing the removal of existing mature trees and offsetting them with landscaping and coloured roofs will not only reduce aesthetics and bio
counterproductive in an era of climate change.

A recent article from ABC Science titled "How to make your home more resilient to heatwaves and severe storms in summer" should be cons

One of the key points it makes is that large trees contribute very much to the comfort and liveability of development as we manage climate ct
the future.
This is about environmental quality and community/public health and must be given a high priority and mandatory consideration for developn

It is important not to rely on public land to provide "green cover”. ALL land must contribute to this.

4. Expert reports and assistance
The information provided indicates that developers will need to engage the services of a range of professional experts in areas of architectur
in development of proposals.

It is a good idea to have a range of professionals involved in developments that are extensive and in environmentally sensitive locations etc.
However | am concerned that objectivity can be compromised where the proponent engages the "expert assistance”. | think it would be bette
local council engaged the experts with the proponent paying for this professional advice.

This is particularly important if the “discretionary” nature of many of the important controls remain.

Conclusion

| am concerned that this SEPP will just make things easier for the development industry to deliver outcomes that do not support the environn
who “host “ their developments.

It is essential that all future development is managed in a way that reflects best practice to:

« protect community health and well being

« protect environmental health

« effectively address climate change adaptation and emissions reduction

The SEPP needs to be reviewed so that it places these 3 matters at its centre and does not allow developers so much discretion.

| agree to the above statement
Yes





