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Better Planning Network believes that community engagement in decision-making is essential at every stage of the
planning and development process.

The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) has a draft Statewide Community Participation Plan
currently on exhibition. Most of the proposed changes, including public exhibition exemptions for most development
applications and the short mandated timeframes for exhibition of certain developments are not supported by BPN.

You can use the dot points below as prompts to help you draft your own submission to the Department of Planning,
Housing and Infrastructure. Please use your own words and give local examples to make your submission count.
You don't have to address every point, just those that you strongly object to.

Exhibition period ends 3 June 2026

Better Planning Network objects to:

e Blanket exemptions from exhibition, and therefore from public comment, for the large range of development applications
proposed, including: residential flat buildings, shop-top housing, all new single and two storey dwellings, dual
occupancies, secondary dwellings, alterations and additions to existing dwellings, alterations to schools and
community/health/education infrastructure, demolition (excluding heritage items), exhibition homes and villages, strata
subdivision, tree removal, agritourism, commercial farms, farm buildings, take away food and drink premises, signage,
change of use of commercial development, industrial retail outlets, bed and breakfast accommodation, subdivision in
the Alpine region, industrial building works in an activation precinct, and many more developments.

These developments are not 'low impact' as stated in the Draft. They must all continue to be exhibited and the
community given the opportunity to comment, so that the planning system continues ‘utilising local knowledge and

expertise”, “empowering local communities in the planning process, ‘informing decision-making and building confidence
in the planning system’”, all of which are stated objectives of the draft Community Participation Plan.

e Preventing neighbours and interested parties with local knowledge from commenting on developers' applications, which
are notorious for providing misleading or incomplete information. It is rare for a DA to meet all planning controls and
local councils do not have the resources to assess compliance at every level. A claim of compliance with planning
controls is not, and should not be, a substitute for notification.

e Removal of local knowledge, local expertise, and local values from the planning process, which disenfranchises the
community and councils in favour of fast-tracking development.

¢ Reducing transparency, accountability and integrity of process by excluding community input and oversight.

e Leaving Councils, or other consent authorities, to make decisions on developments in Table 6 & 7 of the Plan, without
community input. This risks the potential for corruption, which is inconsistent with the NSW Independent Commission
Against Corruption (ICAC) recommendations contained in its Anti-corruption Safeguards and the NSW Planning System
(2012).

e Undermining Section 2.23(2) of the EP&A Act, which the Plan says it 'considers’, by replacing the current principles-
based regime with a one-size-fits-all rule.

e Permitting unnotified minor works on heritage buildings with exemption of the "front fagade only", overlooking other
features such as interiors, gardens, fabric, curtiiage and views, that may be integral to the heritage significance. It
denies residents, heritage bodies and the National Trust any opportunity to comment before approval.

e Tree removal not being exhibited, which would create difficulties meeting targets for increasing the tree canopy.
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Exhibition periods of 14 days for DAs that are exhibited is insufficient. It is particularly unacceptable for this to apply to
regionally significant developments, state significant developments and targeted assessment developments, which
typically have large numbers of documents to be read.

Short exhibition periods. A minimum of 28 days for public exhibition of all DAs must be mandatory.

Mandating fixed exhibition and community engagement time frames, which reduces the discretion of local councils to
tailor consultation to local constraints and impacts.

The lack of anti-corruption safeguards. In Anti-corruption Safeguards and the NSW Planning System (2012), ICAC
identified six safeguards: certainty, balancing competing public interests, transparency, reducing complexity, meaningful
community participation, and expanded third-party merit appeals. The draft Plan weakens five of the six safeguards.

"Case-by-case extension" for exhibition timeframe decisions, made by the assessing authority, creating community
uncertainty and mistrust.

The Plan stating that “In certain circumstances there may be merit appeal rights for a person who makes a submission
to object during the public exhibition of a development application for designated development and some state
significant development projects”, without providing the criteria for those circumstances. These circumstances must be
clearly documented in the Plan. Otherwise the rights of merit appeal risks becoming subject to the whims of the consent
authority or to corruption. ICAC safeguard 6 calls for expanded third party merit appeals, whereas the draft Plan makes
them discretionary.

The NSW Government determining if public exhibition is required for amendments to the EP&A Act or the Planning
Minister determining if public exhibition is required for the EP&A Regulation. There are no published criteria for public
exhibition. Allowing the Minister and Government to decide whether the public sees proposed changes to the Act and
Regulations that may expand or limit their own powers could be considered to be a conflict of interest.

DPHI determining whether a draft Explanation of Intended Effects (EIE) may be exhibited for State Environmental
Policies (SEPPs) unless decided otherwise due to the urgency, scale or nature of the proposal. An EIE must be
exhibited for all SEPPs.

Developments where Council is the proponent not having public exhibition and submissions. These must continue to be
mandatory, otherwise there is the potential for corruption which is inconsistent with ICAC's recommendations.

Removing exhibitions and community input from DAs, when the number of submissions may determine who the consent
authority would be, which is inconsistent with ICAC safeguards.

Permitting “recommended exhibition timeframes” only, instead of minimum mandatory timeframes, for any State
planning, strategic planning and development assessment.

The usual community participation process being “truncated” for any reason, particularly not for “government priorities”.
This risks lobbyist influence and the potential for corruption which is inconsistent with ICAC's recommendations.

Cutting complying development pre-works notice from 14 to 7 days. That is Insufficient time for interested parties to
seek advice, identify non-compliance or contact authorities before works commence.

Exempting Section 8.2 reviews from exhibition, which ignores the fact that circumstances and information may have
changed since the original determination.

Preventing access to Environmental Impact Statements for any reason, particularly not simply in “the opinion of the
public authority, (to) be contrary to the public interest”. This risks lobbyist influence and the potential for corruption which
is inconsistent with ICAC's recommendations.

Providing full name and address on all submissions. Submissions are regularly sought by developers under the
Government Information (Public Access) Act (GIPA Act). Councils are renowned for not redacting all identifying
information. It is not sufficient that “a planning authority will adhere to its Privacy Policy”. It must adhere to the NSW
Privacy and Personal Information Protection Act (PPIP Act).

Requiring that submitters must lodge submissions before the close of the exhibition period. In correspondence from the
NSW Planning Minister Paul Scully MP dated 7 April 2026, with regard to the draft Community Participation Plan, the
Planning Minister states “I would like to emphasise that if an individual or community group cannot lodge a submission
before a public exhibition closes, they can still provide comments and express their views on any application after the
public exhibition closes. These comments will still be considered as part of the assessment process before
determination”. DPHI must not prepare Plans or Policies that are inconsistent with the departmental Minister's own
statements and assurances to NSW Members of Parliament.

BPN certainly does not agree with the statements made in the draft Community Participation Plan that it “ensures communities
have a strong voice in the planning system” or that “It also encourages planning authorities to consult widely so decisions reflect
your values, priorities and concerns” and “ensures a transparent and fair planning system so that communities across NSW feel
heard and reflected in the spaces that they live and work in”. BPN believes the Plan does the very opposite of what it states
these intentions are. DPHI should abide by its own statement that “Planning should be a partnership with people who know their
communities best”, which are residents, the wider community and local councils.
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