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31st March 2017 

Commissioner –  

Many thanks for the opportunity to participate in the consultation process for the Draft District Plans. 
This submission concerns the Draft District Plan North.  

Preserving rural land  

We congratulate the authors of the District Plan North on their strong statements about the need to 
preserve metropolitan rural land, and we urge the Commission to retain the focus on development 
around transport hubs, whilst existing green spaces and rural areas are preserved.  

The North District contains land that is unique in its rural zoning and character, particularly in the 
South Dural area. This critical bushland has already come under threat from a proposal to a proposal 
to rezone 240 hectares in order to facilitate a 3000 dwelling subdivision. We stress that it is in the 
interests of the local community, local environment and future of rural land in Sydney that this land is 
protected. 

The protection and retention of land zoned Rural must be a top priority given its potential for 
generating local employment, for ameliorating the local effects of climate change and for enhancing 
the amenity of Sydney’s North. Urban development must be contained to areas already zoned 
Residential, located within public transport hubs, and former industrial or retail sites that are 
appropriate for redevelopment. 

 

Tree Canopy and Biodiversity  

We know that Sydney has been sweltering over the past few summers. With climate change, extreme 
heat events are becoming more common. It is therefore remarkable that the District Plan has no 
analysis of Northern Sydney’s tree canopy cover, let alone targets for increased tree cover.  

Areas in the North District such as the Hills, Hornsby, Pittwater, Ku-ring-gai, Warringah and Manly 
have significant tree canopy coverage. This must be not only retained, but also expanded.  

We know from studies including the comprehensive 2016 US EPA study on urban heat islands that 
increased tree canopy improves life expectancy, cleans the air, reduces energy use and greenhouse 
gas emissions, reduces road and footpath maintenance costs, reduces urban heat island effects and 
generally improves the outlook and liveability of our city.  
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The 2016 US EPA study found that tree canopy and green open space both significantly reduce 
urban temperatures.  The benefits include: 

·       Reduced energy use: Trees and vegetation that directly shade buildings decrease demand for 
air conditioning. 

·       Improved air quality and lower greenhouse gas emissions: By reducing energy demand, trees 
and vegetation decrease the production of associated air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 
They also remove air pollutants and store and sequester carbon dioxide. 

·       Enhanced stormwater management and water quality: Vegetation reduces runoff and improves 
water quality by absorbing and filtering rainwater. 

·       Reduced pavement maintenance: Tree shade can slow deterioration of street pavement, 
decreasing the amount of maintenance needed. 

·       Improved quality of life: Trees and vegetation provide aesthetic value, habitat for many species, 
and can reduce noise. 

The benefit from tree cover in reducing urban temperatures is unambiguous. As the US EPA report 
concludes:  

Evapotranspiration, alone or in combination with shading, can help reduce peak summer air 
temperatures. Various studies have measured the following reductions:  

·       Peak air temperatures in tree groves that are 9ºF (5ºC) cooler than over open terrain.  

·       Air temperatures over irrigated agricultural fields that are 6ºF (3ºC) cooler than air over bare 
ground.  

·       Suburban areas with mature trees that are 4 to 6ºF (2 to 3ºC) cooler than new suburbs without 
trees.  

·       Temperatures over grass sports fields that are 2 to 4ºF (1 to 2ºC) cooler than over bordering 
areas.  

A peer reviewed 2016 report on tree canopy in Toronto found that: 

[H]aving 10 more trees in a city block, on average, improves health perception in ways comparable to 
an increase in annual personal income of $10,000 and moving to a neighborhood with $10,000 
higher median income or being 7 years younger. We also find that having 11 more trees in a city 
block, on average, decreases cardio-metabolic conditions in ways comparable to an increase in 
annual personal income of $20,000 and moving to a neighborhood with $20,000 higher median 
income or being 1.4 years younger. 
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Urban tree canopy also provides critical habitat for native species and green corridors that link the 
many otherwise isolated reserves and parks throughout the city. 

Land with significant value for wildlife or that has significant bushland or tree cover and that is 
contiguous with existing reserves, national parks, green spaces or wildlife corridors should receive 
priority protection. Councils should limit development on these sites, and look to rezone them as 
Environmental spaces if the opportunity arises.  

There is insufficient acknowledgement from the Commission that our cities must play a key role in 
maintaining and enhancing biodiversity. This benefits residents every bit as much as our native flora 
and fauna. 

We cannot build new houses adjacent to bush because this is inconsistent with reducing risk and at 
odds with the goal to increase tree canopy. 

Specific targets to increase urban tree canopy should be part of the District plans. It is achievable to 
seek a 10% increase in tree canopy every five years with rolling annual targets being set and 
monitored by satellite observation. This should include city-wide guidelines for suitable plantings with 
a focus on the extent of tree cover, encouraging native flora and fauna and asset protection. 

Sydney faces more extended periods of extreme temperatures every year and as a corollary, a 
greater likelihood of catastrophic bushfires. It is therefore important that existing bushland not be 
developed for housing. The risk to the lives of professional and volunteer fire fighters, the difficulty of 
evacuating people and animals from isolated developments and the drain on associated 
infrastructure needed to protect new developments in fire-prone areas make it important that no more 
residential housing be built in bushland areas.   

Trees and public health 

Sydney will be facing extreme temperatures every summer as a result of a changing climate. An 
extensive urban canopy is an important public health measure to combat heat stress for children 
walking to and from school, older people, people exercising during the day, and those who live some 
distance from public transport hubs.  

Increasing the urban canopy also has the effect of reducing social isolation because it increases the 
hours in the day when older people who no longer drive, young people who may not own a vehicle 
and parents at home with young children are able to move about outdoors.  

Tree Preservation Orders 

It appears that the State Government, as part of its new Biodiversity Conservation laws, intends to 
replace all current local Council Tree Preservation Orders with a one-size-fits all State Environmental 
Planning Policy (SEPP).  This is widely considered to be unworkable as different Councils have 
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different levels of tree canopy cover, different species in their LGA (both locally indigenous and  
otherwise), and differing community expectations.  It has been suggested that any SEPP would be 
self-regulatory, similar to the RFS 10/50 Code which caused so much unlawful, disastrous loss of 
significant mature trees in the North District.   

A self-regulatory SEPP would be contrary to the need for retention and increase in the urban tree 
canopy.  The retention of mature existing trees is imperative in providing a useful tree canopy for 
shade and wildlife.  Simply planting 1000's of tree-stock tubes each year, most of which never reach 
maturity and even if they do, take 40 years plus to reach maturity, is not an answer for providing an 
effective urban tree canopy.  Particularly as most new houses or subdivisions simply do not have the 
space to plant larger trees that can provide a useful canopy for either shade or wildlife.  Quantitative 
and qualitative targets to protect existing mature trees must be set by the Greater Sydney 
Commission.   

 

A liveable district 

We note that the Commission has specified medium density infill development as the preferred scale 
for the district and support this as an alternative to out of scale high rise development.  

We are pleased to see that the Commission has outlined the need for planning authorities to consider 
walkable neighbourhoods with good cycling connections, social infrastructure and shared community 
spaces when determining planning proposals. We would also like to see consideration given to 
incentivising innovative design and eco-friendly apartments in development proposals. Much of this 
would relate back to climate change planning priorities identified earlier in this submission.  

  

Strategic centres 

We note that the areas of North Ryde, Macquarie University, Cherybrook and Ingleside have been 
identified as areas to concentrate additional housing supply. This must be accompanied by 
increasing infrastructure to support local schools, hospitals and public transport and retaining a 
balance of green open space.  

The Commission has quite rightly recognised that the North District of Sydney is an area rich in 
environmental value with many National Parks and Nature Reserves. We would be concerned at any 
proposal to downgrade the environmental protections of these areas in order to speed up 
development or meet housing targets. Cherrybrook in particular is a poor choice for more intense 
development because of its poor transport links and significant bushland reserves.  

 

Many thanks again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft District Plan North. 




