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Dear Sir/Madam 

 
Re: Targeted Assessment Pathway for Low-Rise Housing 
 
Friends of Ku-ring-gai Environment Inc (FOKE) since its establishment over 30 years ago, has been a strong 
advocate for the protection of Ku-ring-gai’s neighbourhood character, environment, heritage and liveability.   
In Ku-ring-gai we work with our local government council to ensure good orderly strategic planning that is in 
keeping with our area.  
 
FOKE strongly opposes the proposed introduction of a Targeted Assessment (TA) pathway for low-rise 
housing, and any extension of that pathway to other forms of development.  
 
We believe that a full and rigorous assessment of all developments is essential to ensure that potential 
impacts on the community, local amenity, heritage, environment, infrastructure and the broader public 
interest are considered. The proposed TA pathway would weaken established planning safeguards in 
exchange for unproven promise of speed and efficiency and poor planning outcomes. 
 
Our key concerns centre on the added complexity to the planning framework, loss of local planning controls, 
inadequate infrastructure, loss of neighbourhood character, impacts on heritage and environment, and 
reduced integrity.  
 
FOKE’S KEY REASONS FOR OPPOSITION OF TARGETED ASSESSMENT 
 
1.The proposal adds complexity rather than reducing it. 
 

The planning framework already contains multiple assessment pathways, including standard DA, 
Complying Development, Exempt Development, Housing SEPP, TOD provisions, Low and Mid-Rise 
Housing Code, Pattern Book, etc. Introducing a further pathway does not simplify the system. It 
introduces further layers and confusion rather than streamlining. 
If the objective is genuine simplification, it should be pursued through clearer rule, better drafting and 
improved administration – not through the creation of additional parallel pathways.  

 
2. The proposal’s claimed benefits are flawed. 
 
The Discussion Paper’s justification for TA is not convincing, 
 

• The suggestion that the pathway would provide a “Streamlined access” for “inexperienced 
applicants” is not relevant. The reform claims to be about process efficiency, not competence testing. 
Low-rise housing is already commonly delivered by experienced builders and private certifiers. The 
real safeguard against poor practice is enforcement, certification, and building standards, not another 
assessment pathway. If an applicant is truly inexperienced or confused, the answer is better 
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information, clearer requirements and stronger compliance, 
 

• Similarly, the claimed benefit of “consistency” via state-wide homogenous controls is flawed.  It would 
inevitably produce generic, placeless outcomes. A statewide homogeneous control is a one-size-fits-
all solution that sacrifices planning merit for administrative uniformity. Good planning requires 
responsiveness to local context, not uniformity. A control that is consistent, but context-blind is not 
sound planning; it is administrative convenience. Development Control Plans (DCPs) and other local 
controls must be retained to preserve the ability to respond to context and constraints. 

3. Loss of oversight and integrity risks.  
 
The proposed pathway raises serious integrity concerns.  TA removes meaningful council and community 
oversight, allowing developer-commissioned reports to be assessed by developer-commissioned private 
certifiers. This model creates an obvious risk of conflicts of interest and contrary to ICAC recommendations 
on planning safeguards. 
 
This is particularly concerning for developments that may impact neighbouring properties or involve 
cumulative impacts on streetscape, tree canopy, privacy, overshadowing, drainage or local character.  Any 
reform that has for effect diminishing or that “turns off” key Section 4.15 considerations must be rejected.  
 
4. The proposal does not address the real cause of delays. 
 
The Discussion Paper assumes that delays are primarily caused by assessment pathways being too 
complex. In practice, assessment delays often stem from poor quality applications and supporting 
documentation that are incomplete, inconsistent, inaccurate or otherwise inadequate.  
 
If the Government is serious about improving efficiency it should address the real source of delay by 
improving the quality of lodgements, strengthening accountability for inaccurate or misleading 
documentation, properly resourcing assessment, enforcement and compliance functions, and imposing 
penalties or sanctions as an incentive.   
 
5. Flawed basic assumption. 
  
The assumption that Low-rise housing is inherently low impact, is fundamentally flawed. Low-rise housing 
can have significant impacts depending on site context, environmental sensitivity, cumulative development 
pressure and adjoining land uses. Add minimum any TA pathway must exclude: 

- Heritage items and conservation areas. 
- Environmentally sensitive land, including threatened species habitat, significant vegetation and 

wilderness. 
- Flood-prone (high/low risk), bushfire-prone (BAL 29+), landslip areas, acid sulphate soils, coastal 

hazard, mine subsidence areas, and contaminated land. 
- Strategic precincts, strategic growth areas, and master-planned areas, rezonings and subdivision 

proposals. 
- Multi-dwelling housing, group homes, boarding houses, rural workers’ dwellings. 
- Higher impact forms of low-rise and mid-rise multi-dwelling development where context and cumulative 

impacts require full merit assessment. 
 
Existing DCPs, and LEP controls, protecting heritage and environmental and full merit assessment must 
be retained whenever site conditions or likely impacts warrant them  

6.  Loss of local planning control.  
 
The proposed model continues the steady erosion of local decision-making by overriding or sidelining Local 
Environmental Plans and Development Control Plans. State-imposed standardisation and “non-refusal” style 
controls would significantly limit councils’ ability to respond to local character, site-specific constraints, tree 
canopy, heritage settings and established community expectations. 
 
7. Erosion of statutory safeguards and community participation. 
   
The framework signals intent to expand TA beyond low-rise housing to mid/high-rise, commercial, or other 
areas, and allows overlap with integrated development. Any proposal that reduces the practical operation of 
section 4.15 assessment, limits notification, or diminishes the consideration of neighbour impacts and public 
submissions should be rejected. The planning system must continue to allow proper public exhibition and 
notification for development that may affect surrounding properties and the wider community. Section 4.15 
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specifically requires consideration of submissions and the public interest, which are central safeguards in a 
legitimate planning system. 
 
The continued erosion of local planning authority is neither justified nor desirable. Local Planning framework 
s should not be displaced by broad statewide controls to privilege administrative uniformity over planning 
merit.  
 
8. Statutory safeguards and community participation 
 
FOKE opposes any reform that reduces public participation, limits notification, weakens consideration of 
neighbour impacts, or diminishes the role of public submissions in the assessment process. Community 
participation is a safeguard of the planning system and should not be sidelined through procedural redesign. 
 
The framework signals intent to expand TA beyond low-rise housing to mid/high-rise, commercial, or other 
areas, and allows overlap with integrated development. This overrides core EP&A Act protections and should 
not proceed. Public exhibition and notification must remain mandatory. No changes to zoning or state-wide 
standardisation of height, floor area, setbacks, tree retention, landscaping, stormwater, biodiversity, etc., 
should occur. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposed Targeted Assessment pathway prioritises speed and administrative convenience over planning 
quality, accountability, environmental protection, community participation and public confidence. 
 
It would dd complexity rather than reduce it, weaken local planning controls, reduce independent oversight, 
increase integrity risks, and producing poorer planning outcomes, while failing to address the real causes of 
assessment delay.  
 
FOKE urges the NSW Government to abandon the proposed TA pathway, retain the existing protections and 
assessment framework under the EP&A Act, and instead focus on practical reforms that improve application 
quality, strengthen compliance, properly resource assessment functions and preserve independent scrutiny 
and community participation.  
 
A single state-wide code is the developers’ vision, not the community’s. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Kathy Cowley 

Kathy Cowley 
PRESIDENT 
cc Mayor and Councillors Ku-ring-gai Council. 
cc Matt Cross MP Member for Davidson. 
cc The Hon. Alister Henskens SC MP Member for Wahroonga. 
cc The Hon. Chris Rath MLC Shadow Minister for Planning and Public Spaces. 
cc Nicolette Boele MP Member for Bradfield. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


