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ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES REPORT

This report is presented in five sections:
1. Introduction

2. Engagement snapshot

3. Background and previous engagement
4. Methodology summary

5. Appendices

This report provides a summary of the engagement and communications activities
undertaken between 30 August 2021 and 28 January 2022.

The purpose of this stage of the engagement was to gather feedback from the community
on the draft Rural Strategy and ensure that the community and landholders were aware of
the proposed changes to relevant land.

Several specific issues were raised during the engagement and these will be outlined and
addressed in separate reports, based on key themes that emerged during the engagement.
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How we got the word out

© feature advertisements

5,657 people reached on average on social media
3 media releases

2 radio interviews

12 fact sheets produced

78 posters distributed

3,666 letters sent to landholders

2,940 emails sent to stakeholders

How you gotinvolved

11,833 views of ‘Know your rural zone’

5,500 unique visitors ‘Know your rural zone’

1,322 downloads of Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
4,853 downloads of Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy —
Overview

5,928 users of the interactive mapping tool

587 one-on-one phone calls

293 email enquiries

674 enquiries with non-urban landholders

13 face to face sessions with 125 attendees

400+ submissions

What's next?
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Thank you for engaging with
us on when the draft Rural
Strategy was on public
exhibition.

Over a five month period (30
August 2021 - 28 January 2022)
we asked the community for
feedback on the draft Rural
Strategy.

This draft Strategy was developed
from previous engagement with
community and stakeholders on
issues for rural landholders.

The focus for this engagement was
to ensure that landholders and key
stakeholders were aware of the
Rural Strategy and the elements
that would impact on them.

The final document is a key
component for MidCoast in
developing a new Local
Environmental Plan and
Development Control Plan.

This snapshot provides a short
overview of how we got the word
out and how people got involved.

The feedback gathered from this engagement will be addressed separately within a number of Council
reports specific to key issues addressed within the Rural Strategy. Submissions made within this
engagement will be used to inform these reports.
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BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS ENGAGEMENT

Background

Preparation of the Rural Strategy began in 2017. Since then, there have been numerous
points where the community and stakeholders have been involved in providing input into
the development of the Draft Rural Strategy.

A key task for MidCoast Council is the review and replacement of planning controls from the
three former Council areas to create one set of planning controls for the MidCoast.

The aim is to have planning controls that embrace new and innovative approaches and are
consistently applied across our local government area.

The approach is outlined below and involves undertaking strategic studies and reviews,
which will then guide our future planning documents - the Local Environmental Plan,
Development Control Plan and Local Strategic Planning Statement.

It is important to note that further consultation will occur when we move into the next
stages of the Zoning in on our Future project - the Local Environmental Plan and
Development Control Plan.
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The projects outlined in the strategy approach section above have been developed in
consultation with Council staff, relevant State Government departments and the MidCoast
community.

During 2020 we engaged with the community extensively on the draft Housing Strategy,
Employment Zones Review, Infrastructure Zones Review, Recreation Zones Review and
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Manning Health/Taree CBD Precinct Plan. We also developed, consulted on and adopted
the Interim Local Strategic Planning Statement, which will be updated (where necessary)
following the adoption of the Rural Strategy.

The Rural Strategy aims to provide clear and consistent land use planning principles to
sustainably manage the use of lands and resources outside of our towns and villages.

The strategy will be used to inform preparation of the new MidCoast Local Environmental
Plan and Development Control Plan, and to guide well-balanced development and
conservation outcomes across our rural landscape into the future.

It looks at how we can protect rural areas by managing land use and development to deliver
balanced outcomes for our community.

It does this through an examination of how we apply rural, environmental and waterway
zones across the MidCoast.

The rural landscape covers over 90 per cent of our local government area and is a defining
feature of the MidCoast.

The landscapes and natural resources found between our coastal waterways and forested
ridges provide a range of agricultural and tourism opportunities; connect our towns and
villages; enhance our lifestyles; and offer a diverse range of visitor experiences.

The rural zones include:

e RUI1 - Primary Production

e RU2 —Rural Landscape

e RU3 - Forestry

e RU4 — Primary Production Small Lots
e RU5-Village

e (1 — National Parks and Nature Reserves
e (C2 - Environmental Conservation

e (C3 - Environmental Management

e (C4 - Environmental Living

e W1 — Natural Waterways

e W2 — Recreational Waterways

e W3- Working Waterways

While the changes foreshadowed in the draft strategy and reviews do not come into place
until the eventual adoption of the new Local Environment Plan and Development Control
Plan, the documents provide information that allows the community to understand the
process and the impacts.
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There has been extensive engagement and communication with the community during the
development of the draft Rural Strategy. Much of this engagement has been targeted
towards key stakeholders, who have a direct interest in the outcomes of the Rural Strategy.

The following section provides an overview of the various engagement activities that have
occurred since April 2017.

Tourism workshop

In June 2018 a workshop was held in Gloucester to understand how planning controls could
be best used to enable tourism operators to meet their needs and future aspirations in rural
locations. Invitations were emailed to 385 tourism operators and rural landholders. The
event was promoted MidCoast wide via traditional and social media outlets, as well as
internal promotion to Council staff. A total of 40 people registered their attendance on the
day.

Internal and State government workshops

Four topic-specific workshops were held with local and state government representatives,
in July 2018. The workshop aimed to get a better understanding of the current policy
framework, operational considerations, current information and mapping available, as well
as identify gaps in current data. The workshop topics were:

e Emergency management and response;
e Environment;

e Economy;

e Infrastructure.

Forty people attended the four workshops across the day. Additionally, a second internal
workshop was held in September of the same year to further discuss spatial planning, zone
selection and minimum lot sizes. This workshop was attended by 16 Council staff.

State government meetings

Several individual meetings have been held between 2017 and 2020 with State agency
partners with a direct interest in the Rural Strategy outcomes. This has included:

e NSW Department of Planning and Environment (formerly Department of Planning,
Industry and Environment), including several meetings to discuss progress and any
relevant changes to State or regional level matters that would affect the Rural
Strategy project;

e NSW Department of Primary Industry — Agriculture, including several meetings to
discuss progress of the Important Agricultural Land mapping project, and preferred
methods for considering planning controls as relevant to productive agricultural
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areas;

e NSW Department of Planning and Environment — Biodiversity and Conservation
Division (formerly Office of Environment and Heritage) and Hunter Councils joint
meeting to discuss regional vegetation mapping.

Development industry workshop

As key users of the final Rural Strategy, representatives of the development sector were
invited to discuss issues relevant to planning in rural areas and possible solutions, at a
workshop held in September 2018.

Email invitations were sent to a stakeholder list of 242 people and included planning
consultants, surveyors, developers, builders and real estate agents, with 11 people
attending the workshop.

Public survey

To enable further detailed feedback from the community on the range of issues relevant to
rural areas, a survey was developed in September 2018. This was an opportunity for those
who couldn’t participate in a workshop or had further feedback to contribute. The survey
was made available in hard copy and on our website.

As well as promotion via media release, advertising in local papers and social media, a direct
link was also sent, via email, to 825 registered businesses in the MidCoast area, in the
sectors of:

e aquaculture and environmental groups (15);

e agricultural businesses (483);

e agriculture and mining suppliers (45);

e tourism operators (37);

e development industry (Construction, planning and real estate agents) (242).

The survey was completed by 63 people.
Direct phone calls and mini interviews

It was evident further into the engagement that gaining feedback from particular sectors
was difficult, particularly face to face engagement with representatives of the agriculture
and aquaculture industries.

To address this, the Rural Strategy team changed some strategies to target these groups.
Using a comprehensive contact list, targeted phone calls and emails, consultation was
undertaken focused on tourism, waterways and agriculture businesses sectors and their
peak bodies.
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The list included:

e tourism — 77 businesses;
e waterways/Aquaculture — 31 businesses;
e agriculture — 57 businesses.

Of those on the list, mini interviews were undertaken in order to obtain more detailed
feedback on the issues and opportunities. The questions included:

e What are the biggest opportunities / challenges facing their industry?
e What is their experience with ‘planning’ to date?
e |s there anything specific they would like to see the Rural Strategy address?

A total of 59 mini interviews were undertaken which included 39 (tourism), 10 (waterways /
aquaculture) and 10 (agriculture), 12 of which have been with representatives of peak
bodies.

Rural issues papers

Following the engagement process between April 2018 and November 2018, in order to
check in with previous participants and interested community members on the issues being
raised and potential solutions, Rural Issues Summary Papers were developed in 2019.

These were sent directly via email to those who registered an expression of interest (232 at
that point in time), attended a previous workshop, or submitted a survey on the Rural
Strategy. The Papers were also made available on our website and in hard copy at Council
Office locations.

Councillor workshops 2020-21

Workshops were held with Councillors between November 2020 and May 2021 and
focussed on key rural, environmental and waterway recommendations. Additional issues
were identified for review and inclusion in the Rural Strategy in villages and paper
subdivisions in response to the Urban Zoning In exhibition and community submissions
received during this consultation program (February — April 2020).

Internal workshops 2021

A series of workshops were held in February, March and April 2021, revisiting the following
issues with key internal stakeholders from across Council:

e agriculture and rural industries, in response to the DPIE proposed amendments to
agriculture;

e transport and infrastructure, including water, sewage servicing and on-site sewage
disposal;

e marine areas and rural waterways, including the identification and protection of
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priority drinking water catchments, in response to the drought and water scarcity in
the MidCoast. This matter was also discussed within the water resilience team, with
DPIE in attendance;

e housing and accommodation, including the review of RU4 Primary Production Small
Lot zone, C4 Environmental Living zone; land within paper subdivisions; and the
outcome of the planning proposal to amend the R1 General Residential Zone in
Greater Taree LEP 2010 in relation to manufactured home estates;

e rural tourism and conservation, in response to the concurrent Biodiversity
Framework, Manning Valley Estuary and Catchment Management Plan programs
and the DPIE proposed amendments to agriculture;

e agriculture, rural industries, extractive industries and energy production in response
to the concurrent Climate Change policy and the DPIE proposed amendments to
agriculture and new State energy policies;

e zones and land use in rural, environmental and waterways areas in response to the
DPIE Planning Reform Program, including draft amendments to agriculture, housing,
design and place, flood planning and the planning proposal review programs.

Stakeholder register

A stakeholder register for the Rural Strategy project was initially established in March 2018
and has been continuously updated as the project progresses. To date, the register includes:

e  Department of Primary Industry - Agriculture’s Important Agricultural Land
mapping project contact list (30);

e Department of Premier and Cabinet's Rural Economic Development Strategy
project contact list (205);

o existing Council lists:

Estuary Management Committees (45);
Council’s "Tourism Partner List' (325);
meeting records from Great Lakes Council’s Poultry Excellence meetings in
2015 (15);

o Rural Strategy project's telephone mini-interviews (people suggested 25
additional contacts).

e Rural Strategy consultants' research and Federal / State Agency identification;
e Australian Business Register database of target industries:

Aquaculture and environmental groups (15);

Agricultural businesses (483);

Agriculture and mining suppliers (45);

Tourism operators (37);

Development industry (construction, planning and real estate agents) (242).

o O O O O

e North Arm Cove Local Community Plan submissions from non-urban land holders
(63).
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Rural Strategy database

The community was also given the opportunity to register- interest in the range of strategic
planning projects currently underway, via the Council website.

As of June 2021, a total of 1,043 people were on the rural strategy email database and
contacted at regular intervals with progress updates and upcoming engagement activities
prior to the formal exhibition process commencing in August 2021. It is noted that of this
list, a number are non-urban landowners.

Direct emails to agency representatives and Council staff

In March 2018, 366 letters were sent to agency stakeholders — including Federal, State,
regional and local government agencies, Local Aboriginal Land Councils and peak industry
groups - outlining the Rural Strategy project, its purpose and inviting participation.

A total of 82 staff within state agencies were also emailed directly to be informed of the
project and invited to attend a workshop. A total of 16 representatives expressed an
interest in participating and attending future workshops.

Internal staff were also included as key stakeholders in the engagement, with many staff
targeted due to the roles they represent. Additionally, regular communication was provided
to all staff both in direct emails and promotion via the intranet, as representatives of the
broader community. For the purpose of this summary, Council staff have only been counted
once as part of the reach of communication, being 800 people.

Council website

Specific information on the draft rural and urban strategies has been available, and regularly
updated, on Council’s website since 2018. The Zoning in on our Future hub has focused on
projects relevant to the LEP planning strategies, including the Rural Strategy, and has been
well-utilised by the community as a source of information and link to key engagement
activities. Most recently information on the draft Rural Strategy has been placed on the
‘have your say’ section of the website to allow those who have an interest to follow the
issue and receive updates.
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The engagement on the draft Rural Strategy was designed to ensure landholders and the
wider community were aware of the elements that may impact them. To achieve this the
engagement approach included:

e direct communication with landholders where significant zone changes were
being considered, to provide them with information on what the Rural Strategy
means for them, their property and its future;

e mapping solutions for property owners to access via the MidCoast Council
website to provide oversight of the potential impacts on their property and
changes to properties around them;

e opportunities for property owners to engage directly with land use planners on
what the strategy means to them, through a variety of activities including
individual phone consultations, zoom sessions, small group talks, or individual
in-person sessions;

¢ information provided through a range of communication channels to ensure all
members of the community, whether impacted landowners or not, have the
opportunity to learn about the implications of the draft Rural Strategy.

The Consultation and Communication Strategy outlined a minimum eight-week period for
people to provide feedback. It was identified early in the engagement period that over 70%
of enquiries and submissions had been from owners of paper subdivisions. Due to the high
level of interest regarding a specific key area, as well as Covid-19 restrictions, a decision
was made to extend the engagement period by an additional 14 weeks, to a total of 22
weeks.

This additional time allowed the project team to be more proactive in seeking input from a

broader cross section of locations across the LGA, and to further explore additional key
focus areas relevant to the Rural Strategy, including during holiday periods.

11
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Level of engagement

The engagement approach within the Consultation and Communication Strategy
considered the International Association for Public Participation’s (IAP2) five-point
framework, as well as the legislative framework that the Rural Strategy would sit within,
including those relevant to the Local Environmental Plan and Development Control Plan, to
determine the level of engagement.

Within these requirements the engagement achieved a level of inform and consult. At this
level we aim to:

Inform - to provide the public with balanced and objective information to assist them
in understanding the problem, alternatives, benefits and/or solutions;

Consult - to obtain public feedback on the project and/or alternatives.

The diagram below shows the levels of engagement and the activities undertaken within
each level.

Inform

Traditional and social
media

Fact sheets & FAQ's

Consult

Know your zone - have
your say page

Individual/group

Posters and flyers
Direct mail and emails
Interactive mapping tool

information sessions
Formal submissions
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The engagement targeted a range of key stakeholders including:

e rural landholders;

e industry groups;

o Village residents;

¢ landholders in non-urban land/paper subdivisions;

e ratepayers;

e groups of individuals, organisations, community groups, service providers;

e local businesses including Chambers of commerce, Stock Agents, Conveyancers,
Surveyors, Planning Consultants, Real estate agents;

e Local Aboriginal Land Councils;

e Federal and State members;

e State agencies;

e Councillors;

e Council staff.

Consultation activities were designed to target these groups.

Additional to these stakeholders, the project team used established email lists, including the
Rural Strategy database. How this database was established is outlined in the previous
engagement section of this report. The group has grown considerably across the life of the
project and now consists of 1124 members. It was used throughout the engagement
process to inform the community of opportunities and key dates.

The key messages delivered during the project were:

e currently we have three Local Environmental Plans that have different approaches
resulting in inconsistent planning across the MidCoast;

e having one MidCoast planning framework will provide more certainty for the
development industry and the community and will achieve good planning outcomes;

e the strategy guides well-balanced development and conservation outcomes across
our rural landscape into the future;

e the strategy looks at ways we can identify and protect productive land and water
resources, provide accommodation and services for rural communities and manage
development in rural environments;

e it provides a consolidated platform which considers how land and water resources
outside our towns and villages are expected to be used and developed in the coming
decades;

e it will establish a program of actions Council can take to facilitate the sustainable use
of the region’s assets;

e this is not the only chance to be involved in the development of the MidCoast

13
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planning controls — this will continue at key stages in the development of the LEP
and DCP controls.

Specific key messages were developed for the individual zoning groups and issues relevant
to the draft strategy and review documents. These were used as a part of the fact sheets
and information shared with landholders at targeted sessions.

Media releases

Released periodically across the engagement to provide information about the Rural
Strategy and scheduled activities.

e Media release (1) — 31 August 2021 (exhibition now open);

e Mediarelease (2) — 3 November 2021 (extension to close date, announcement of
face-to-face sessions);

e Media release (3) — 21 January 2022 (exhibition closing soon).

News Wrap e-newsletter

The Rural Strategy was a regular feature story within our weekly News Wrap e-newsletter.
This newsletter had around 1100 recipients at that time. Across the engagement period, the
Rural Strategy featured seven times. The specific dates, number of recipients and opens is
outlined below:

Date Recipients Opens
3 September 2021 1119 601
10 September 2021 1129 628
17 September 2021 1136 606
24 September 2021 1140 597
5 November 2021 (Lead story) 1175 691
19 November 2021 1194 612
26 November 2021 1203 720
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Advertisements

The Rural Strategy featured regularly in our weekly advertisements run across the three
major local newspapers, promoting the overall consultation and scheduled activities. This

included:

o Rural Strategy featured within “Have your say” section as a dot point every week
from 1 September 2021 until 28 January 2022;

e advertising in Council's weekly Community News column in the following Manning
River Times, Gloucester Advocate and Great Lakes Advocate, including:

o

O O O O O

1-2 September 2021 — Draft Rural Strategy open for feedback;
8-9 September 2021 - Draft Rural Strategy open for feedback;
22-24 September 2021 — Draft Rural Strategy open for feedback;
10-12 November 2021 — Know your rural zone;

17-19 November 2021 — Know your rural zone;

19-21 January 2022 - Draft Rural Strategy closing soon.

Extracts of advertisements are included in Appendix A.

Social media

Regular posts across the engagement period promoting the Rural Strategy engagement and
how stakeholders can be involved. These included:

Date Key message Reach

2 September 2021 Rural Strategy open for engagement — link to have 5,645
your say

4 November 2021 Book an individual appointment — Link to have your 9,716
say and Customer Service phone number

10 November 2021  Focus on sessions in Wootton and Krambach — Link 6,466

to customer service and Have your say

18 November 2021  Focus on Gloucester, Stroud, Mondrook, Coopernook 1,870

and Mitchells Island - Link to customer service and

Have your say

26 November 2021  Focus on Mondrook, Coopernook and Mitchells 2,984

Island - Link to customer service and Have your say

21 January 2022 Promotion of closing date — link to Have your say 7,259

15
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The average reach for each post was 5657. Extracts of social media posts are included in
Appendix B.

Radio
Radio was used as a promotion tool for the Rural Strategy, including:

e radio segment (2RE) — 8 September and 10 November 2021.
Fact sheets

Production of 12 detailed fact sheets, including detailed information on key focus areas
within the Rural Strategy. These were made available on the Know your zone have your say

page.
Topics included:

e Rural Strategy;

e Paper subdivisions;

e Looking after the environment;
o Water security and aquifers;

e Tourism and visitor accommodation;
e Rural landscape zone;

e Environmental living zone;

e Looking after our waterways;
e Know your recreation zone;

e Know your infrastructure zone;
o Village zone;

e Large lot residential zone.

Posters

Posters promoting the Rural Strategy and one on one appointments across the MidCoast
LGA were distributed to libraries, district offices, rural supply stores, community halls and
service stations.

The poster was distributed to 78 locations. An example of the LGA wide poster is included

in Appendix C. Specific location posters were distributed to those communities where rural
appointments were scheduled.
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A total of 3,666 direct mailings were sent to property owners where a major zone change is
proposed with a specific message about potential changes and how they can participate in
the consultation and provide feedback for consideration.

Personalised letters, targeting property-owners where significant zone changes were

proposed:

Area/zoning changes targeted

Rural to Environmental living

Village to Rural

Rural to Environmental Conservation

Flood prone land at Bulahdelah

Flood prone land at Coopernook

Flood prone land at Wingham

Aquifer catchments at Nabiac and Tea Gardens
Land within identified Paper subdivisions
Large Lot Residential to Village at Bundook

Rural to Village at Mount George

Date/s

25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021
25 August 2021

Number
259
21
1
35
<25
145
220
2915
30
42
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Direct email

There were 2,940 direct emails sent to inform all contacts on our email databases of the
consultation period and opportunities to participate in the consultation program and link to
the ‘Know your Rural Zone’ Have Your Say webpage.

Date Recipients Purpose

31 August 2021 1,150 Notification of opening of exhibition to Rural Strategy
database

9 September 2021 28 Notification of opening of exhibition to State agencies

9 September 2021 1 Direct email to Department of Planning, Industry and

Environment

10 September 2021 1 Direct email to Department of Primary Industries —
Agriculture

13 September 2021 1 Direct email to NSW Rural Fire Service

26 October 2021 306 Notification of extension to engagement process and

opportunity for presentation to stakeholder groups

26 October 2021 201 Update on engagement process to Rural Strategy
database
26 October 2021 100 Update on engagement process to those who

already made a submission
26 October 2021 28 Update on engagement process to State agencies
4 November 2021 1,124 Notification of extension and new engagement

activities to Rural Strategy database

18
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Have your say webpage

The ‘Know your Rural Zone’ — Have your say page was the central hub of information on the
project. The website provided a comprehensive collection of information, to enable people to
be informed of the Rural Strategy, the purpose of the engagement and how they could get
involved.

Information available on the site included:

e Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy (Download and flip book view);

o Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy - Overview (Download and flip book view);

e rural zoning in mapping tool;

e zones in focus tool;

e project timelineg;

e document library including detailed background reports on key topics and the
Engagement and Communication Strategy;

e direct link to Paper Subdivisions Analysis Report;

e frequently asked questions;

¢ link to downloadable fact sheets on key focus areas.

Engagement tools on the site included:
e invitation to make a call-back appointment request;

e direct rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au email address for online enquiries;
e submission form.

Visitor statistics from the Know your rural zone site demonstrate that there was a high level
of engagement with the page and the information available. Key visitation statistics include:

e total views of Know your Rural Zone - Have your say page 11,833;

e percentage of visits that lasted at least 1 active minute — 45.48%;

e total unique visitors 5,500;

e total online submissions made 138;

o fact sheets and FAQ's subpage visited 712 by 494 unique visitors;

e total document downloads 6,593;

e total views of Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy (including downloads and Flip book
views) 1,322;

e total views of Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy — Overview (including downloads and
Flip book views) 4,853.

The table in Appendix D, provides a breakdown of the downloads for each document

available on the Know your rural zone page during the engagement period. This information
is useful as it provides an indication of the interest in topics relevant to the Rural Strategy.
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Interactive mapping tool

The Know Your Zone interactive mapping tool was available on the Have your say page
with a usage of 5928 times. It allowed people to search for their address and view the
changes that may apply to them. This tool provided understanding of how the Draft Rural
Strategy would impact individual properties. People could then access information as to
what the zoning definitions were and contact Council via phone, email, or a face-to-face
session to answer questions or raise concerns.

Individual information sessions - Phone, email, in-person

Information sessions provide landholders with an opportunity to have a one-on-one
conversation with our planning team about the strategy and what it will mean for their
individual circumstances, either via email, phone, or via an in-person session at relevant
locations across the local government area. There was a total of:

e 587 phone calls;
e 293 email enquiries.

Individual Rural Appointments

As the Covid-19 restrictions were eased over the course of the exhibition period, the Rural
Strategy team was able to travel around the MidCoast and host one-on-one sessions for
interested individuals. Anyone who attended these sessions was required to book in a 30-

minute time slot to ensure the sessions complied with the Covid-19 restrictions.

In person, one-on-one sessions were offered at the 10 locations outlined in the table below.

Date Venue Attendance
9 November 2021 Tea Gardens Rescheduled
10 November 2021 Bulahdelah School of Arts 2
11 November 2021 Pacific Palms 20
16 November 2021 Wootton Community Hall 5
17 November 2021 Krambach Hall 8
23 November 2021 Gloucester 6
24 November 2021 Stroud 2
30 November 2021 Mondrook 7
1 December 2021 Coopernook 3
2 December 2021 Mitchells Island 6
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8 December 2021 Tea Gardens 7

A total of 10 rural appointment sessions were held with a total of 66 attendees.
Information sessions/webinars for groups

For target groups or groups that asked for a specific meeting to explain changes, the team
prepared a presentation tailored to the location or group to raise awareness of issues in
that area. These sessions were also provided in an online format for stakeholder groups for
members who live outside the LGA or were unable to attend drop-in sessions.

The details of the group sessions are outlined in the table below:

Date Venue Attendance
9 December 2021 Pacific Palms (group request by landowners 20
notified of potential change from Rural to

Environmental Living zone)

13 December 2021 North Arm Cove Community Association (Zoom 29
session)
14 December 2021 Nabiac Showground 10

One online and two face-to-face group sessions were held with a total of 59 attendees.
Formal submissions
Across the engagement period, there were 430 submissions, including the 138 received via

the online submission form. The content of these submissions will be detailed in separate
reports to Council, focusing on specific high-level topics relevant to the Rural Strategy.
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Throughout the engagement period, the property locations of enquiries and submissions
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were recorded. This allowed the engagement activities to be adaptive and target additional
locations where representation hadn’t been achieved.

The map below shows all the locations. The yellow sections are an email or phone call with

no follow up submission.

The red sections are either a submission without a related call or email or a submission

relating to a call or email

This map demonstrates that there was involvement from a broad cross-section of locations

across the whole MidCoast LGA.

A list of all the locations for enquiries is listed in Appendix E.
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A significant number of enquiries were received which were relevant to non-urban land. Of
these 674 enquiries the specific locations are shown in the pie chart below.
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Impacts on engagement
There were several events that impacted on the engagement, which are outlined below.

COVID-19 restrictions

Between the engagement period of 30 August 2021 and 28 January 2022, there were
significant variables in the COVID-19 restrictions that were in place for our region.

Initially there were strict restrictions, lock-down and work from home requirements for
Council officers, which the engagement program responded to, through the establishment
of a Customer Service call-back appointment booking system and establishment of a direct
email enquiry process.

Once the Covid-19 restrictions started to ease in October and the exhibition period was
extended, a series of rural one-on-one appointment sessions and the opportunity to
schedule online and small community group sessions were able to be scheduled through
November and December, prior to the holiday period.

Response rate

At the start of the engagement period there was significant involvement from landholders of
non-urban land/paper subdivisions. While relevant to the draft Rural Strategy, the focus on
this single issue was skewing the data, so a targeted approach to consult with other rural
landholders needed to be implemented in conjunction with the lifting of public health orders.

The project team identified this issue early and adapted the planned engagement activities
to ensure there was a significant response rate from landholders across the broader
MidCoast.
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Other Council engagement activities

Council also held a number of other engagement projects adjacent or alongside the draft
Rural Strategy engagement, which impacted on responses. Similarity in key messaging and
engagement tools, meant that responses were themed with similar issues. This included the
rates harmonisation information campaign and the North Arm Cove Local Community Plan.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Extracts of feature advertisements

The following provides extracts from our weekly feature advertisements within the major
local newspapers.

Extract of advertisement for “Have your say”

The draft Rural Strategy featured as a dot point every week from 1 September 2021 until
28 January 2022

| Q il |

We are seeking community feedback on:

+« Draft Rural Strategy

» Gloucester Sewage Treatment Plant Planning Proposal

« MidCoast Housing Strategy amendment - Pebbly Beach

» Kolodong Precinct Development Control Plan amendment
« Bulahdelah Highway Service Centre Planning Proposal

« Proposed road naming - Diamond Beach

» Gloucester Local Community Plan

+ Integrated development proposal DA-171/2020 - 741 lot
subdivision - Myall Way, Tea Gardens

Visit the Have Your Say page on our website for further info.
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Extract of advertisement from weekly Community News column

Featured in the Manning River Times, Gloucester Advocate & Great Lakes Advocate, for the
following dates:

e 1-2 September 2021
e 8-9 September 2021
o 22-24 September 2021

Draft Rural Strategy open for feedback

Our rural areas make up 95% of the region, making them a
defining feature of the MidCoast. Right now, we're seeking
feedback on a draft Strategy that proposes a new planning
framework for our waterways, rural and environmental lands
which contain a diverse range of resources and amenities that
underpin our lifestyle and livelihoods. The draft Rural Strategy
is part of a broader project to develop consistent, region-wide
planning controls to replace the three we are currently working
with.

Find out more and have your say on the draft Rural Strategy-
www haveyoursay midcoast.nsw.gov.au before Friday 19
November. You can also arrange a by-phone appointment with
our Land Use Planning team to discuss how the proposed
changes impact your property by calling us on 7955 7777.
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Extract of advertisement from weekly Community News column

Featured in the Manning River Times, Gloucester Advocate & Great Lakes Advocate, for the
following dates:

e 10-12 November 2021
e 17-19 November 2021

Know your rural zone

- J RURAL
st STRATEGY

”"."' | i |' ﬁ,{

The draft Rural Strategy is currently open for feedback, and if you
haven't had a chance to learn about what the proposed changes
mean for you, it's not too late.

We're currently visiting rural locations across the region, offering
one-on-one appointments with our planning team. As well as
outlining how land and water resources outside our towns and
villages will be used and developed in the future, they'll give you
an overview of what's being proposed in your area and answer
questions specific to your property.

Upcoming locations include Wootton, Krambach and Gloucester,
but visit the Have Your Say page on our website for a full list of
locations, venues, dates and times.

Bookings are essential by phoning 7955 7777

Head online for more information about the draft Rural Strategy,
ways to contact our team, and to make a submission.

Feedback on the draft Rural Strategy is invited until 4pm on
Friday 28 January 2022.
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Extract of advertisement from weekly Community News column

Featured in the Manning River Times, Gloucester Advocate & Great Lakes Advocate, for the
following dates:

e 19-21 January 2022

Draft Rural Strategy closing soon

The draft Rural Strategy is currently open for feedback, and if you
haven't had a chance to learn about what the proposed changes
mean for you, hurry, submissions close next week.

Head online for more information about the draft Rural Strategy
and to make a submission.

Feedback on the draft Rural Strategy is invited until 4 30pm on
Friday 28 January 2022.
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Appendix B: Extracts of Social Media posts

The following are extracts of posts from MidCoast Council’s Facebook page regarding the Rural
Strategy. The extracts also include post insights, which provide an indication of sentiment towards

the project.

Extract of Facebook post and post insights — 2 September 2021

% MidCoast Council

@ - 2 September 2021 - Q

WIDCOAST

#Moooo It's easy to love our local countryside when you consider that
it makes up over 35% of the total MidCoast region! To achieve just the
right balance between protecting our natural landscapes, and
providing opportunities for business, recreation and tourism, we've
developed a draft Rural Strategy and we want your feedback.

In it, we're proposing a new planning framework for waterways, rural
and environmental lands — those areas outside our towns and villages
that underpin our lifestyles and for many, our livelihoods. Changes
proposed include applying a single rural zone, and a consistent
minimum lot size of 40 hectares — but there's a lot more to it, so jump
online to find out more => www.haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au
where you'll also find details of how to contact our land use planners
to discuss how the proposed changes impact you.

Feedback is invited until 4.30pm Friday 19 November
#KnowYourZone

.
-

s

Post insights x

#Moooo it's easy to love our local countryside when
q you consider that it makes up over 95% of the total
-

@2 Jeptornd o
st pescions O Mstaxh @ woit wngageret O
6,054 5,645 332
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Extract of Facebook post and post insights —4 November 2021

Post insights X

- Hey #MidCoast, our Land Use Planning team are
A ) vistting 10 rurad areas across the region o help you
.‘ MidCoast Council PG I
wocoasy @ - 4 November 2021 - Q3
- Poit opoetoons @ sty 9 Set ergageere

Hey #MidCoast, our Land Use Planning team are visiting 10 rural areas 10,435 9,716 393

across the region to help you understand what the changes proposed
in our draft Rural Strategy mean for you.

2 : Distributi o
The team will be heading to #TeaGardens, #Bulahdelah, and o

#PacificPalms from 9-11 November. L2+ 17x more Impressions than your otver posts within 21+

.

days of publishing Learmn mare

So, book your 30-minute individual appointment by contacting us on
7955 7777.... See more

Interactions o

OOurng

@ fentiom #
. Comments R
B Uk oo M
» Shee "
B Other choks 158
Other [
B3 sidepost 5
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Extract of Facebook post and post insights — 10 November 2021

Post insights X

Meads up ¥Wootton and #Krambach residents. our
n Land Use Planning team are coming your way on 16

% MidCoast Council ° e @
wocoust © - 10 November 2021 - S e woesion O mtwer O 202 scgageneet O
7.090 6,466 928

Heads up #Wootton and #Krambach residents, our Land Use Planning
team are coming your way on 16 and 17 November to discuss our
draft Rural Strategy. Distribution o

Call us on 7955 7777 to book your 30-minute appointment.

2J average performance a3 your other posts within 21+ days of
For more information on our draft Rural Strategy visit, being published. Learn more
https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/know-your-rural-zone

Interactions (]

O O & & « ©O

© senction FZ
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‘ Shares "
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Other o
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Extract of Facebook post and post insights — 18 November 2021

Post insights X
X ) Our Draft Rural Strategy focuses on managing land
\3 MidCoast Council o g resources, and our Land Use Planning team is headin

wocoasy @ - 18 November 2021 - Q ° o
Our Draft Rural Strategy focuses on managing land resources, and our Pou mmersszes ) Pad et @ Puut engaerent @
Land Use Planning team is heading out again to help you understand 1,955 1,870 14
the proposed changes.
The team will be in #Gloucester, #Stroud and #Mondrock on 23, 24 e

- e % 2 Distribution o

ceste
and 30 November, then at #Coopernook and #Mitchellslsland on 1

and 2 December. ) -3 1xless impressions than your other posts within 21+ days
of publishing. Leam more

Call us on 7955 7777 to register for your 30-minute appointment....
See more

Interactions o

L) Q - > P &

Reactions

Comments
B Linkesces 1
» Share 1
. Other chcks 4

Other o
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Extract of Facebook post and post insights — 26 November 2021

l‘ MidCoast Council

wOCoASY

@ 26 November 2021-Q

Our Draft Rural Strategy focuses on managing land resources, and our
Land Use Planning team is heading out again to help you understand
the proposed changes.

The team will be in #Mondrook, next Tuesday, 30 November and then
#Coopemook and #Mitchells Island on Wednesday 1 and Thursday 2
December.

Call us on 7955 7777 to register for your 30-minute appointment.
Find out more about the draft strategy by visiting
https://haveyoursay.midcoast.gov.au/know-your-rural-zone

RURAL
STRATEGY

Post insights x

Our Draft Rurad Strategy focuses on managing land
resources. and our Land Use Planning team is headin

© 26 Nowniter 1001 @

Fotimpresson @)

3,251
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Extract of Facebook post and post insights — 21 January 2022

Post insights x

Hey everyone in the fMidCoast - of you're ke mwe and
g you love our local countryside, get involved and hedp

L -
Fost mpesso prrech 9 Post engapement )
% MidCoast Council 1,709 7.259 127
wocaasy @21 January - @
Hey everyone in the #MidCoast - if you're like me and you love our Distribution o
local countryside, get involved and help our council achieve just the
right balance between protecting our natural landscapes, and ::T";g;l:.(\':::w“ as your other posts within 21+ days of
providing opportunities for business, recreation and tourism.
Feedback on the draft Rural Strategy closes next Friday 28 January, so X
= ; g > Interactions o
if you're late to the party, jump online to find out more and have your
say => https://bit.ly/3gIPYqu [} Q - “ W w
#KnowYourZone 4
o Reactions 9
. Comments 1
B Link cicks il
» Shares a
‘ Other chcks n
Other o
n Hide post 3

u Hide all posts

G D = e G S D e N G e U A (G S G el (] R - T G N 1Y A

34



ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES REPORT

Appendix C: Poster example

MIDCOAST RURAL

i ZONING IN
council el STRATEGY

I") |

Find out what’s being proposed in Tea Gardens 9 November
your rural area Bulahdelah 10 November
Qur draft Rural Strategy is currently open for feedback Pacific Palms 11 November
so now's the ttme to explore how ]gnd and Water Wootton 16 November
resources outside our towns and villages will be used

and developed in the future. Krambach 17 November

, : - Gloucester 23 November
Our land use planning team will be visiting rural areas

across the region, offering personalised appointments Stroud 24 November

to help you understand what the proposed changes Mondrook 30 November

mean for you.
Coopernook 1 December

Arrange an appointment to find out about changes to: Mitchells Island 2 December

¢ Planning controls in rural areas
Bookings are essential:

e Land use and on-farm activities

e How we identify waterways and steep land Phone 7955 7777 to register
e Environmental living areas PRRSIRETE0LS salinle tpain Cpm
Please note: Masks must be worn
during your appointment, and you
may be required to show proof of
30-minute appointment by calling us on 7855 7777. vaccination.

Know your rural zone - register for a personalised

Have your say on the draft Rural Strategy before 4.30pm on Friday 28 January 2022. Scan the QR code or
visit www.haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au to review the draft Strategy and to make a submission.

midcoast.nsw.gov.au
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Document

Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy

(Flipbook version) Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy

Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy - Overview

(Flipbook version) Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy - Overview
Paper Subdivisions Analysis Report

Attachment A Marine Activities Background Report

Attachment B Rural Waterways Background Report
Attachment C Transport Background Report

Attachment D Mining and Energy Background Report
Attachment E Land Based Conservation Background Report
Attachment F Agriculture and Rural Industries Background Report
Attachment G Tourism Background Report

Attachment H Housing and Accommodation Background Report
Attachment | E4 Environmental Living Zone Snapshot
Attachment J RU4 Primary Production Small Lots Zone Snapshot
Communication and Consultation Strategy

Rural Strategy Fact sheet

Paper subdivisions Fact sheet

Rural landscape zone Fact sheet

Environmental living zone Fact sheet

Large lot residential zone Fact sheet

Village zone Fact sheet

Water security and aquifers Fact sheet

Know your infrastructure zone Fact sheet

Looking after our environment Fact sheet

Tourism and visitor accommodation Fact sheet

1314
8
1147
3,706
1253
114
152
158
96
127
136
158
186
444
214
104
125
241
111
104
72
55
55
50
50
49

Downloads
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Know your recreation zone Fact sheet 42

Looking after our waterways Fact sheet 36
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Appendix E: Phone and email enquiries based on location

The following table provides a breakdown of locations, as reported in the Individual

information sessions - Phone, zoom, in-person.

Location Number of phone and email enquiries
Nabiac 13
Wang Wauk 2
Minimbah 10
Failford 1
Coolongolook 8
Wootton 6
Krambach 3
Belbora 2
Bundook 3
Dyers Crossing 2
Wallanbah 1
Wingham 13
Mount George 4
Wherrol Flat 3
Killabakh 2
Mooral Creek 1
Pacific Palms 3
Coomba Park 3
Smiths Lake 3
Tarbuck Bay 1
Bungwahl 10
Seal Rocks 1
Coopernook 4
Lansdowne 2
Upper Lansdowne 2

38



Location

ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES REPORT

Number of phone and email enquiries

Hannamvale
Coralville
Gloucester
Tugrabakh
Belbora
Bindera
Craven
Dewitt
Forster
Tuncurry
Darawank
Taree
Cundletown
Cedar Party
Kundle
Glenthorne
Old Bar
Mitchells Island
Wallabi Point
Koorainghat
Pampoolah
Hallidays Point
Black Head
Rainbow Flat
Possum Brush
Red Head
Bulahdelah
Markwell

Upper Myall

3
4
8
2
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Location Number of phone and email enquiries
Crawford River 1
Myall 0
Nerong 1
Tea Gardens 4
Fame Cove 2
Harrington 2
Booral 1
Limeburners Creek 1
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From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, 13 October 2021 2:45:17 PM

Have Your Say logo

-]
(3]

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Postcode

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest
Coomba Park
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Submission subject
Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

Submission on Draft Rural Zoning Strategy

| thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the draft rural strategy. Please find
outlined below my response to the draft strategy.

Section 5

National Level Considerations - This should include the Convention on Biological Diversity
Section 8

Local Policy Considerations - This should include the Biodiversity Framework and the
Greening Strategy.

Goal 2 Enhance rural lifestyles and livelihoods

Provide accommodation and services for rural communities - If we are going to allow Air
BnB as a part of the range of accommodation options, then we need to increase the
regulations on noise pollution. We live where we do, in an area zoned as Environmental
Living, partly for its peacefulness but (prior to COVID-19 travel restrictions) we were being
driven mad by loud all weekend parties by people who have no connection with the local
area and no respect. | do not think that Air BnB is consistent with a zoning of
Environmental Living. If we have to have it then it must be better regulated. | support the
intent to focus residential and tourism accommodation within existing villages and towns.
Preserve natural landscapes and cultural connections - While people may appreciate the
aesthetics of the visual environment, scenic beauty is not synonymous with environmental
integrity. Much of the rural scenic landscapes are actually quite degraded. More thought
needs to be given to what the strategy is seeking to achieve and make sure that the goals
are internally consistent.

Enhance access and experiences in the “Green Grid” - Given that MidCoast’s biodiversity,
nature and scenic values are viewed as assets to be leveraged for economic
development, there should also be investment in protecting and restoring these precious
natural assets which underpin the quality of life not only of local residents but all people
who rely on healthy ecosystems (i.e., everybody)? We need investment in the natural
assets — not just infrastructure and the built environment.

Goal 3 Protect Natural Landscapes

Prioritise planning for ecological health and biodiversity —

If we simply respond to increasing pressure due to the desirability of and demand for our
natural environment then ultimately we will destroy the asset. We need to set absolute
limits on the human population size, and the size and location of the development footprint
on our precious landscapes. Without clear limits we will just have ongoing incremental
erosion of environmental integrity due to increasing demand for development.
Connectivity is not something that is simply addressed by corridors. The connectivity of
landscapes is also an important consideration.

Act on the national biodiversity target — The national target (17%) protection of natural
landscapes is old and does not take account of the current combined climate change and
biodiversity crisis. Right now governments from across the planet are meeting to discuss



Submission 11

increasing the conservation target for both land and seas to 30%. We should be aiming for
at least 30%. Considerable investment in protecting our natural assets will be required to
meet this target.

Secure biodiversity offsets - | am strongly opposed to the use of biodiversity offsets. This
is simply a tool for enabling more development. While | acknowledge that this has led to
improvements in some areas, these improvements have come at the cost of habitat loss
elsewhere and we can no longer afford to lose any habitat anywhere. We need to be
increasing investment in conservation full stop.

Prioritise planning to protect water quality and resources — If we are to have any hope of
maintaining or improving waterways then we need to include consideration of soil erosion
hazards in development assessments across the entire MidCoast LGA and patrticularly in
areas around our waterways. Consideration of soil erosion hazard should not be limited to
consents for septic systems. All new developments should be considered within the
context of cumulative impacts on water quality.

That said, | support all of the following LEP recommendations:

« Sites in National Park estate are included in the national parks and nature reserves zone
« Areas of identified environmental significance or subject to existing protection
mechanisms are included in an environmental zone (this should be environmental
conservation).

« Rural lifestyle properties not used for agricultural purposes, located within or adjoining an
area of environmental significance are to be included in an environmental living zone.

* Investigate opportunities for mapping and guidelines for be provided in planning
instruments to inform national priority areas for biodiversity protection and facilitate long
term outcomes and appropriate mechanisms for dedication and conservation

 Land identified as part of an in-perpetuity conservation site is to be included in an
environmental protection zone.

¢ Include a local clause that requires consideration of biodiversity and supports appropriate
protection mechanisms through development and subdivision processes.

¢ Include a local clause and mapping of wildlife corridors and biodiversity conservation
areas to require consideration and use of protection mechanisms through assessment
processes

» Update existing local clause on stormwater management and water sensitive design to
nsure clear and consistent assessment outcomes.

» Update the local clause on riparian land and watercourses to ensure it is appropriate and
provides clear and consistent assessment outcomes.

¢ Reserves and foreshores in public ownership are to have an environmental or recreation
zone appropriate to the existing and anticipated future use and value to the community
and environment.

« Incorporate a local caluse that requires consideration of potential impacts of development
and subdivision on watercourses, waterbodies and significant water catchments.

« Update local clause and mapping of priority drinking water catchments and aquifer
catchments to enable identification, management and protection of water quality and
resources.

« Apply an appropriate environmental zone to land within significant aquifer catchments to
ensure intensive agriculture, rural industries and other activities that may compromise
these water resources are excluded.



Submission 11

e Ensure all waterways within the national park estate are in the national parks and nature
reserves zone.

* Apply an environmental zone to coastal wetland and littoral rainforests mapped in the
Coastal Management SEPP.

A final comment - The zoning of properties in Attunga Place, Coomba Park as RU5 is
inconsistent with surrounding land uses. These properties should be also zoned
Environmental Living ELA4.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit
https://hav i i

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

From: david@colonialhp.com.au

Sent: Tue, 31 Aug 2021 12:34:10 +1000

To: "Rural Strategy" <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>

Cc: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>;"Coastplan Group"
<gavin@coastplan.com.au>

Subject: Big4 Colonial Holiday Park& Leisure Village

Attachments: Submission sent to Council for the change of park zoning.cleaned.pdf

To whom it may concern.

I have received councils’ notification regarding the MidCoast region, we have developed a draft
Rural Strategy, have your say.

On the 21/02/2020 | sent to council a submission in response to the “zoning in on our future”
which | attach again.

| have yet to receive a decision or feedback from council regarding my request. | would
appreciate a response from council concerning my request to re-zone both of our titles to RE2
before | invest time into the Rural strategy which | believe holds no relevance to the present
land use and ongoing activity. We believe that a rural zoning is totally inappropriate for both of
our titles, especially given that lot 373 is approx. 4000sgm far less than the minimum
requirement under RU zones and the area is integral to the ongoing activity of the business. If it
would assist council, we would be prepared to look at amalgamating the two titles to create
one title zoned RE2.

Kind Regards

David Callagher

Big4 Colonial Holiday Park

Email; david@colonialhp.com.au

Mobile; 0400455499

Office; 02 65563312

Fax; 02 65563211

Free Call; 1800 931 822

Email Office; enquiries@colonialhp.com.au
Web; www.colonialhp.com.au

Facebook; www.facebook.com/colonialhp
Address; Colonial Holiday Park & Leisure Village, 716 Harrington Rd Harrington, 2427
NSW Australia.

Document Set ID: 15376072
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/08/2021
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Document Set ID: 15376072
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/08/2021
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5/4 South St
TUNCURRY NSW 2428

PO Box 568
FORSTER NSW 2428

Phone: 02) 6555 2178
Fax: 02) 6555 2741

The General Manager 21 February 2020
MidCoast Council

PO Box 482

TAREE NSW 2430

Our Ref: 5300

Dear Sir,
RE: ‘ZONING IN ON OUR FUTURE’ — 716 HARRINGTON ROAD, HARRINGTON

I am writing to you on behalf of the owners of the Colonial Leisure Village located at 716 Harrington
Road, Harrington, in response to the exhibition of the proposed new zoning proposed to affect their
land.

The subject property is comprised of 2 lots (titles) as follows:

1. Lot1 DP 34304
2. Lot373 DP 720801

The lands are currently zoned RU1 — Primary Production under the provisions of Greater Taree Local
Environmental Plan 2010. Under the proposed zonings exhibited, the land will be subject to the
following zonings:

e Lot 1 DP 34304 — change of zoning to RE2 — Private Recreation
e Lot 373 DP 720801 — no change and zoning remains RU1 — Primary Production

The proposed zoning changes are shown in the following map extracted from Council exhibited
mapping:

Coastplan Group Pty Ltd ACN 114 738 662
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(5300) MCC 2 21 February 2020

Lot 1 RE2 zone

N
| N
N
1 N\
[} S Lot 373 No change
N
I N
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It is apparent that the change of zoning for Lot 1 has occurred in recognition of the caravan park
existing on the land. It appears, however, that Lot 373 may have been erroneously left out, given that
it is part of the caravan park.

The consents for the caravan park establishment include Lot 373 in the caravan park area, noting the
following consents and approvals apply for the caravan park:

e DA 353/2004- Providing for conversion of 5 short term sites to long term sites — Consent
issued for both lots (1 and 373)

e DA 692/2008 — Long term sites (x 8) - Consent issued for both lots (1 and 373)

e DA 199/2015 — 31 camp sites - Consent issued for both lots (1 and 373)

e DA 335/2017 — 10 short term sites to long term sites - Consent issued for both lots (1 and
373)

The current community map for the land also includes all of Lot 373 as recreational area for the park
and both lots are noted on the approval to operate the caravan park.

The area of Lot 373 has previously been used for a variety of uses within the caravan park, including
sewer treatment/disposal and outdoor storage. The land is currently maintained by the caravan park
and used for park recreation spaces, as well as for temporary storage of materials used in
construction/management of the park.

Lot 373 is lawfully used for caravan park purposes and currently enjoys existing use rights for this
purpose. It appears that the purpose of the RE2 zoning of the land over Lot 1 is to provide an
appropriate land use zoning for the existing caravan park use. As such, that land use zone should
also be extended over Lot 373 which is part of the same caravan park.

In addition, it should be noted that the small area of Lot 373 (approximately 4,000m?) makes it
unsuitable for agriculture or other primary production uses. It is also disconnected from other primary
production areas and the current RU1 zoning is considered inappropriate for the land.

On behalf of the owners, it is requested that the RE2 zone be extended over Lot 373.
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| would be pleased to discuss this matter with you. Please contact me if you require any further
information.

Yours faithfully

L i

GAVIN MABERLY-SMITH

Coastplan Group Pty Ltd
email: gavin@coastplan.com.au
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This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

From: stuart@siterd.com.au

Sent: Wed, 1 Sep 2021 09:12:18 +1000

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Submission -Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Attachments: Submission Rural Strategy SPR 0204 31082021.cleaned.pdf
Dear Council,

Please accept this submission for consideration in the assessment of the Draft Rural Strategy currently
on public exhibition.

Kind Regards,

"

M: 0400 103 044
E: stuart@siterd.com.au
P: P O Box 134 KOTARA NSW 2289.

Email secured by Check Point

Document Set ID: 15377252
Version: 1, Version Date: 01/09/2021
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Tuesday 31°% of August 2021.

The General Manager
Midcoast Council

P O Box 482
TAREE NSW 2430

Attention: Mr Gerard Tuckerman, Manager Natural Systems & Land Use
Planning

Dear Mr Tuckerman,

Re: Rural Strategy SPR 02/04- Various Holdings, Forster.

We act on behalf of the group of companies listed within the table below and related
properties and make formal submission relating to the inclusion and the proposed
zoning for those holdings under the Draft Rural Strategy.

Firstly, thank you for the provision of the documents in relation to the holdings under
the Lampo Pty Ltd, Bombala Pty Ltd, Carnivora Pty Ltd and Forster Lakeside Unit
Trust.

We would like to draw your attention to the imprecisions in the draft Rural Strategy,
the exhibited Midcoast Housing Strategy and the recently adopted Midcoast Urban
Release Areas in as far as these documents relate to the subject properties identified in
this submission.

These properties are all identified on Pages 30 and 31 of the Midcoast Housing
Strategy in figures 1 of 2 and 2 of 2, Forster and Green Point. They were assigned a
category of Potential Residential Land.

In the report to Council of July 2021, the Midcoast Urban Release Areas Report again
identified these holdings as Midcoast Council Urban Release Areas as per pages 31,
36 and 39 of those documents.

Document Set ID: 15377252
Version: 1, Version Date: 01/09/2021
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In that report it was recommended that:

Page 31, Area 1- “Recommendation: That this area be nominated as an Urban
Release Area to be rezoned in the Short Term (1-5 years) to provide a mix of
employment, residential and environmental opportunities, subject to a Planning
Proposal”

Page 36, Area 2- “That this area be nominated as an Urban Release Area to be
rezoned in the ShortTerm (1-5 years) to provide low density residential and
environmental opportunities and drainage improvements, subject to a Planning
Proposal.”

Page 39, Area 3- “That this area be nominated as an Urban Release Area to be
rezoned in the Short Term (1-5 years) to provide low density residential and
environmental opportunities, subject to a Planning Proposal.”

With reference to the table below you will note inconsistencies within the documents
and the relation to the subject lands.

Address/ Property | Current Zone | Draft Rural | Urban Release Strategy
Folio Strategy (adopted)

107 The Lakes Way, | RU2 E4 Priority short term 1- 5
371/1219519 years, Area 1

101 The Lakes Way, | RU2 E4 Priority short term 1- 5
372/1219519 years, Area 1

91 The Lakes Way, | E2 & RU2 E2 & E4 Priority short term 1- 5
377/1245776 years, Area 1

87 The Lakes Way, | E2 & RU2 E2 & E4 Priority short term 1- 5
376/1245776 years, Area 1

151- 189 The Lakes | B5, E2, RU2 B5, E2, E4 Priority short term 1- 5
Way, 378/1245776 years, Area 1

The Southern RU2 E4 Priority short term 1- 5
Parkway, 2/1264355 years, Area 2

25 Burrawan Street, | RU2 E4 Priority short term 1- 5
5/244306 years, Area 3

51a Lakeview RU2 E4 Priority short term 1- 5
Crescent, 3/244306 years, Area 3

Wamara Crescent, R2 and RU2 E4 & R2 Priority short term 1- 5
288/1231587 years, Area 3

Table 1- clients properties.

Our client is committed to ensuring the properties listed above and identified in
Midcoast Councils Urban Release Area document as adopted by Council, are
developed in accordance with that embraced plan and in line with Councils
recommendations for delivery within the first 5 years.

We submit to council that these holdings listed above be omitted from the Draft Rural
Strategy considering their position within the adopted Midcoast Councils Urban
Release Area, to save confusion as to the future applicable land use zones and
intended uses for these properties to meet Councils urban needs in the future.

Document Set ID: 15377252
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If you have any queries, please feel free to contact the undersigned on mobile
0400103044, or email stuart@siterd.com.au.

Yours Faithfully,
SITE R& D Pty Ltd

Stuart M Murray
DIRECTOR

S

“ReD__

P O Box 134
KOTARA NSW 2289
M 0400 103044

F 49577548

E stuart@siterd.com.au
W www.siterd.com.au
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From: Have Your Say

To: Rural Strateqgy

Subject: FW: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Date: Tuesday, 21 September 2021 1:20:46 PM

Good afternoon,
Please see below direct email confidential submission, for your attention.
Thank you

Regards,
Melisha

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 21 September 2021 12:27 PM

To: Have Your Say <haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Good morning,

| would like to make a confidential submission regarding the Draft Rural Strategy as
follows. | request that none of my personal details (including my name) be published on
any public forum. Please redact my personal details from any publicly available version
of this submission.

Land adjoining Myall Lakes National Park at Girvan should be considered for rezoning to E4
Environmental Living. There is very little commercial agricultural activity occurring on
these lots, many of which are already well under the minimum lot size of 40 ha. Most lots
are steep with gullied/riparian areas - which if preserved would promote habitat
connectivity, stabilise soil health and hydrate the landscape. Native re-vegetation would
improve habitat for threatened species including the Koala and Eastern quoll, both of
which | have observed recently in the area.

Girvan is attracting more and more tree changers, including those able to commute to
Newcastle (1 hour away) and those working from home full-time. This shift in demographic
represents an increased appetite for improving biodiversity on private land. Rezoning this
area to E4 would improve collective focus to that intent.

The proposed zone of E4 is under-represented in the western part of the LGA (particularly
Girvan-Booral-Stroud), despite plenty of lots buffering reserved land being suitable for this
zone.

Kind regards



Harry Lloyd

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Sent: Wednesday, 22 September 2021 6:53 PM

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
] ]

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Hallidays Point

Postcode
2430



Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest

Hallidays Point

Submission subject
REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04
Review of zoning of property Hallidays Point

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.
We would like council to please review the zoning, current RU1 Primary Production,

Proposed E4 Environmental Living at Hallidays Point.

| have been in contact with council and a member of the rural strategy team, who agreed
that our property has been potentially incorrectly zoned as it is not conjusive in size or
potential uses of its current or proposed zoning. It was advised that | put in a submission

to have it reviewed while our local area rural zones are currently being assessed.

We believe our property should be zoned RU5 large lot residential which is the same
zoning as the rest of the residential estate we are in and would therefore reflect the current
use of the surrounding area, allowing us the opportunity to subdivide as per the rest of the
residential estate we are a part of. We would like the opportunity to subdivide into 3 or 4
lots as per directives on sizes and allowable building envelopes from council. We have

both power and sewer to the property so access to essential services is not an issue.

Our property is 2Ha in size with Class 5 Acid Sulphate soils which is the same as the
property directly across the road (DP 259168) that is zoned RU5.

Our property has no current ecological sensitivity, has no existing
nature corridores, does not adjoin wetlands, rainforest or national parks. We are bordered
by neighbouring properties on all 4 sides. We have a 79m - 121m buffer to the Darawank



National Park from the back border of our property.

| have attached photos, as suggested, as evidence that our property is identical to
neighbouring R5 zoned properties across the road, in size, appearance and vegetative

State.

We look forward to discussing this further with you.

Upload Submission details and/or supporting documents

e 1l.pg
o 2.JPG

EEEE

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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Submission 77

From:

Sent: Mon, 27 Sep 2021 16:09:13 +1000

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: submission to the Midcoast Rural strategy

Dear Council,

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

I have looked at the proposed change of zoning for both Glenthorne and a property at Elands.
Both of these locations showed a change of zonings which I think will be beneficial to the areas.
My main concerns are conservation of the flora and fauna that we have left in Midcoast and the
quality of life for residents.

So, briefly, congratulations on your decisions which I think will benefit the Midcoast area,
yours sincerely,

Email secured by Check Point
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From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, 6 October 2021 8:52:12 PM

Have Your Say logo

-]
(3]

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Postcode

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest
Mount George



Submission 90

Submission subject
Proposed changes to Mount George Village zoning

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

| agree with the changes to the zoning of Mount George Village, | have owned a 1000sgm
block on the South Eastern end of the village for over 30 years and for seven years
worked at the Mount George Duncans/Boral Timber mill before its closure in 1996, | have
always wanted to build a house on this site and more so getting closer to my retirement
but have been restricted by previous zoning requirements, It has always frustrated me that
I have a block of land that is within the village with Tar road access and power, the same
size as my neighbors on both sides and pay the same rates but have been told that i need
40 hectares to build on it, | think when the previous zoning was created they should had
allowed for building within the village. | feel this has restricted any progress within the
village zone to expand and hasn't allowed any Tourism opportunities for the future. it
would be a shame to see such a wonderful and beautiful village slowly deteriorate
because of lack of support. i also agree with keeping the rural charm outside of the village
by the proposed Strategy

To view all of this form's submissions, visit
https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms_new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have Your Say.
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From:

Sent: Tue, 5 Oct 2021 10:40:44 +1100

To: "Rural Strategy" <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>
Cc:

Subject: Fwd: RE: Draft Rural Strategy

Attachments: Coastplan Consulting.cleaned.pdf

This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

Good Morning,

My father-in-law is having some technical difficulties with his email - webmail won't allow the
attachment.

On behalf of my father-in-law , please find the attachment regarding his submission as
requested.

Kind regards,

Disclaimer: This transmission is intended solely for the named addressee. It
is confidential and may contain legally privileged information which privilege
is not waived. The copying or distribution of this transmission by anyone
other than the addressee is prohibited. If you have received this
transmission in error, please let us know by reply email to the sender. If you
are not the named addressee, you must destroy the original transmission
and its contents. All information, ideas and opinions, that have been
expressed or implied within this email are for informational purposes

only. accepts no responsibility or legal liability for
any action or refrain from action that follows receipt of information, ideas or

Document Set ID: 15431737
Version: 1, Version Date: 12/10/2021
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opinions, expressed or implied. Such are at your own risk & consequence,
financial or otherwise.

From:

Date: Tue, Oct 5, 2021 at 10:37 AM
Subject: Fwd: RE: Draft Rural Strategy
To:

----- Original Message -----
From:
"Rural Strategy" <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>

To:

Sent:

Mon, 4 Oct 2021 20:01:24 +0000
Subject:

RE: Draft Rural Strategy

Good morning ,

Thank you for your email. The email mentions attachments, though there was nothing attached. Can
you please resend the email with attachments?

Thank you,

Michael — Land Use Planning Team

Rural Strategy
Land Use Planning Team

rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au or follow us n

Document Set ID: 15431737
Version: 1, Version Date: 12/10/2021
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Support our local businesses #ShopMidCoast

We acknowledge the traditional custodians of the land on which we work and live, the
Gathang-speaking people and pay our respects to all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people who now reside in the MidCoast Council area. We extend our respect to elders past
and present, and to all future cultural-knowledge holders.

From:

Sent: Monday, 4 October 2021 4:59 PM

To: Rural Strategy <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>
Cc:

Subject: Draft Rural Strategy

Good Afternoon,

I'm writing in regards to the Draft Rural Strategy REF SPR 02/04.

I am the owner of the property at , Rainbow Flat and engaged Coast Plan
Consulting to submit a draft for rezoning of my property.

Please find attached documents for your reference.

| have been advised that Gavin Maberly-Smith is no longer working for Coast Plan Consulting and as
such, | request a written response as to the outcome of the rezoning of this property.

| note that submissions close on 19th November 2021. Can you please confirm that you have received
my submission and also provide written advice of an outcome?

Kind regards,

Document Set ID: 15431737
Version: 1, Version Date: 12/10/2021
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Email sent using Optus Webmail

Email secured by Check Point

Email sent using Optus Webmail

Email secured by Check Point
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coastpla

consulting

5/4 South St
TUNCURRY NSW 2428

PO Box 568
FORSTER NSW 2428

Phone: 02) 6555 2178
Fax: 02) 6555 2741

The General Manager 6 April 2020
MidCoeast Council

PO Box 482

TAREE NSW 2430

Our Ref: 19231

Dear Sir,

RE: ‘ZONING IN ON OUR FUTURE’ - LOT 18 DP 255386
96 AND 126 OLD SOLDIERS ROAD, RAINBOW FLAT

| am writing to you on behalf of the owners of the above properties which are located in the Rainbow
Flat area adjoining the existing rural residential subdivision along Treeview Drive. The sile is comprised
of two long narrow rural properties.

The subject site is comprised of two (2) titles (Lots 18 & 19 DP 255386) each in separate ownership
with a combined area of approximately 92.31 hectares.

The land is currently zoned RU1 (Primary Production) under the provisions of Greater Taree Local
Environmental Plan 2010 and no futlure zone for the land has been shown on the ‘Know your Zone
Maps' exhibited by Council. The immediately adjoining land to the west is zoned R5 (Large Lot
Residential) and contains lots between approximately 8,000m? and 3.5 heclares.

The current land use strategy for the area is the Hallidays Point Development Strategy 2000 which
identified future growth areas in the Hallidays Point and Rainbow Flat area. Under this strategy, the
subject property is mapped as Phase 1 and 2 Rural Residential as can be seen in the extract from the
strategy map below. The land has the same designation as the immediately adjoining land to the west
which has been rezoned to R5 (Large Lot Residential) and subdivided into rural residential lots as
currently exist.

oup Pty Ltd ACN 114 738 662

Document Set ID: 15431737
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(19231) MCC 2 6 April 2020

RALLEDAYS FOINT DEVELOPMENT STRATESY
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The lands in the area were identified for future rural residential area based on a coordinating Master
Plan as follows:

The subdivision of the adjoining land was undertaken in accordance with the coardinating Master Plan
for the development of the two sites and include allowances for road and services connections between

Document Set ID: 15431737
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Friday, 15 October 2021 10:04 AM
To: MidCoast Council
Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
% »
"4 HAVE YOUR SAY§ MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you council

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Wallabi Point

Postcode
2430



Submission 110

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest
Wallabi Point

Submission subject

Re: Rezoning Wallabi Point (MidCoast Rural Strategy).

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.
In regard to , we would like to propose this block to be rezoned

Residential. To allow for the expansion of Wallabi Point.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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From:

Sent: Fri, 15 Oct 2021 10:25:05 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Cc:

Subject: Midcoast Rural Strategy Submission

Attachments: Submission-V4-May-2021.cleaned.pdf

This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

Dear Midcoast Council Rural Strategy Committee,

Attached is our submission for rezoning of , Wallaby Point 2430 to
residential zoning.

Best regards,

Email secured by Check Point
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Reference number Submission relating to

IAddress (if applicable)

Your submission

Additional information may be attached

How to lodge this form
Save this form to your computer and then attach, with any other additional information, to an email to
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au. The Email subject will be 'Submission relating to [Reference]'

Forward by Post; or
Lodge at our Customer Service Counters - Monday to Friday (Excluding Public Holidays).

Privacy: This information is required to assist with your application and will not be used for any other purpose without seeking your consent, or as required
by law. Your application will be retained in our Records Management System and disposed of in accordance with current legislation. Your personal

information can be accessed and corrected at any time by contacting us.

MidCoast Council | Yalawanyi Ganya | 2 Biripi Way Taree | PO Box 482 Taree
Phone 02 7955 7777 | email council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Office use only Reference number | Submission number| |

Submission - V4 May 2021 Page 2 of 2

Document Set ID: 15437798y
Version: 1, Version Date: 18/10/2021
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Tuesday, 19 October 2021 8:32 PM
To: MidCoast Council
Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
X \ 4
"4 HAVE YOUR SAY§ MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you council

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Coomba park

Postcode
2428



Submission 119

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest

Coomba park

Submission subject

Protect environment from chemical pollution.

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

WHO's International Agency for Research on Cancer have concluded that glyphosate is
probably carcinogenic humans. Many EU countries have banned or are in the process of
banning glyphosate.

Many local people, business, farmers and especially the council are still using these
products to temporarily kill unwanted vegetation. Worse weeds reappear soon after in
freshly poisoned land, which itself has had its micro organisms destroyed/changed. The
runoff from storms transport this poison to our waterways.

from my observations, council is the worst offender with its spraying on the roadside.
The risks from this is pollution of the land and waterways and killing of insect life. Also it
puts council at risk of having to deal with future claims from cancer victims.

| recommend that council stops using glyphoshate immediately and starts promoting

reduced use by others with a plan to ban it completely.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have

Your Say.
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Wednesday, 20 October 2021 2:55 PM
To: MidCoast Council
Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
X \ 4
"4 HAVE YOUR SAY§ MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you council

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Tinonee

Postcode
2430



Submission 121

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest

Tinonee

Submission subject

Subdivision of land under proposed RU2 zone

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

Having read through the proposed zoning changes i am questioning the future potential of
some land in Tinonee. Much of the land in the immediate surrounds of View Place and
northern end of Bull Hill Rd is situated on heavy clay / shale and features poor pasture and
limited agricultural potential. This area mostly consists of small land holdings under 5
hectares and as such is unlikely to be developed for any significant agricultural purpose. It
is my thought that this particular area would be a prime candidate for potential
subdivisions like those associated with the Large Lot Residential category. In the interest
of transparency, | have an interest of this nature with regards to my own property and think
that this type of development would be well suited to the future growth of Tinonee Village.

Your feedback would be greatly appreciated.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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From:

Sent: Sat, 20 Nov 2021 07:43:38 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

re SUBMISSION TO RURAL STRATEGY

dear Alex Mc Vean,
I am writing in regard to an area of Council owned land [I believe] which I would like to see
rezoned from Public Recreation, to an appropriate conservation zone. The address is
Tinonee, 7 Park street, Lot 1-15 dp 758 979. [but not the sports oval and ground]
This is an area of land presently vegetated, that Council has requested Taree landcare plant koala
food trees in. About 80 such trees have been planted so far. It is next to the sports ground.
My reasons are-
1. this fits with Council policy to create more koala habitat in and around Tinonee
2 As volunteers work on this land over the next year, | do not want to see this work destroyed, in
the event of some residents requesting an extension of sports fields..etc. 1 realise it would have
to go on public exhibition.
3. One landcare site at the corner of Hargreaves drive and Wingham road is being planned for a
new road to go through, destroying much of our work, so I know that Council can change their
intentions despite landcare work. | don't want this to happen again.
4 | believe that this area is a benefit to residents as it is. Many people walk through, and/or walk
their dogs in this area.
5. Council's Greening Strategy and Climate Change efforts will be enhanced by this change of
zone.

Thanks for your consideration,

Email secured by Check Point
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From: "Terry Robbs" <terryrobbs8@gmail.com>

Sent: Mon, 22 Nov 2021 13:09:31 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy 02/04

Attachments: 20211122 _130452.jpg

Dear Sir or madam please except this as my written sudmission on haveyoursay.

Email secured by Check Point
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From: Alisa Gupte

Sent: Wed, 27 Jan 2021 10:15:23 +1100

To: MidCoast Council

Cc: Kate Mirow;Sera Taschner

Subject: RE: TFNSW request for information SP2 rezoning at Jericho Road, Moorland

(Lots 1 & 2 DP1217323)

Hi,

| wanted to follow up with my earlier email on a request for information for a SP2
rezoning. | understand there was some system/mapping issues last time | called so
please let me know if that is still the case.

Thanks,

Alisa.

UNCLASSIFIED

Alisa Gupte

Graduate

Property Strategy & Planning
Commercial Performance and Strategy
Infrastructure and Place

Transport for NSW

M +61 428 212 015
33 James Craig Road, Rozelle NSW 2039

| acknowledge the traditional owners and custodians of
the land in which | work and pay my respects to Elders

past, present and future.

From: Alisa Gupte

Sent: Tuesday, 12 January 2021 2:53 PM

To: council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Cc: Kate Mirow <Kate.Mirow@transport.nsw.gov.au>; Sera Taschner
<Sera.TASCHNER@transport.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: TINSW request for information SP2 rezoning at Jericho Road, Moorland (Lots 1 & 2 DP1217323)

Hello,

As discussed earlier on the phone today confirming the following information, in regards
to rezoning at Jericho Road, Moorland (Lots 1 & 2 DP1217323). | understand there was
some system issues and different zoning information in Council’s maps, which your GIS
team will be checking.

Would you be able to confirm for the following properties:

Document Set ID: 6340447
Version: 1, Version Date: 03/02/2021



Submission 157

a) The former zoning that applied the section of the land zoned SP2, including the
name relevant environmental planning instrument (LEP); and
b) an extract of the previous zoning map.

TfNSW is looking to put a request in to remove SP2 zoning from the land as it is no
longer required for road purposes. The new zone will be consistent with the
underlying/former zone that applied to the land (or equivalent) prior to the land being
zoned SP2.

Thanks,

Alisa Gupte.

UNCLASSIFIED

Alisa Gupte

Graduate

Property Strategy & Planning
Commercial Performance and Strategy
Infrastructure and Place

Transport for NSW

M +61 428 212 015
33 James Craig Road, Rozelle NSW 2039

| acknowledge the traditional owners and custodians of
the land in which | work and pay my respects to Elders
past, present and future.

This email is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential information. If you receive this email in error please
delete it and any attachments and notify the sender immediately by reply email. Transport for NSW takes all care to ensure that
attachments are free from viruses or other defects. Transport for NSW assume no liability for any loss, damage or other
consequences which may arise from opening or using an attachment.

ﬁ Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless really necessary.

Email secured by Check Point
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From:

Sent: Sun, 28 Nov 2021 17:13:32 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Submission relating to Rural Strategy SPR 02/04
Attachments: Midcoast Zoning Submission 20211121.pdf

Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

Please accept the attached submission on behalf of my father

Email secured by Check Point
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Submission details

Reference number Submission relating to
|Rural Strategy SPR 02/04 | ’Midcoast Rural Strategy l

Address (if applicable)
Markwell 2423 |

Your submission

Please seec attached information.

Additional information may be attached

How to lodge this form _
Save this form to your computer and then attach, with any other additional information, to an emat! io
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au. The Email subject will be 'Submission relating to [Reference]'

Forward by Post; or _
Lodge at our Customer Service Counters - Monday to Friday (Excluding Public Holidays).

Privacy: This informalion is required lo assist with your application and will not be used for any other purpose without seeking your consent, or as required
by law. Your application will be retained in our Records Management Systern and disposed of in accordance with current legislation. Your personal
information can be accessed and corrected at any time by confacting us.

MidCoast Council | Yalawanyi Ganya | 2 Biripi Way Taree | PO Box 482 Taree
Phone 02 7955 7777 | email council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Office use only Reference number | Submission number[ }

Submission - V4 May 2021 Page 2 of 2
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To whom it may concermn

I have grave reservations regarding the proposed changes to our current rural zoning. Qur current
right to subdivide will be taken away. Our current choices are being taken away. It is not just the
village area being impacted. Taking away the right to subdivide from these areas means that the
subdivision of further rural land must come from outside these ‘village' areas. This will have a
negative impact on farming land as well,

At present the village of Markwell is made up of smaller blocks with some larger blacks - none of
them reaching the 40 hectare minimum. in fact, the largest of them is about 9.8 hectares. Your
argument that the change in zoning will provide the ‘same opportunity to start or expand
agricultural activity’ on our properties does not really apply in Markwell village as the majority of
properties are too smaill. By limiting the opportunity to subdivide in smaller village zoned areas like
Markwell and Newell’s Creek you are encouraging the cutting up of larger farms into smaller areas
that some people will not use for agricultural purposes, affectively taking away opportunities for
economies of scale as you propose will occur with your rezoning efforts.

Encouraging larger farming properties to be cut into smaller 40 hectare lots does not create
economies of scale. It stretches out sights and increases the number of dealings within the same
specified area. Physically the scale of each property will be decreased which flies in the face of
increasing scale to create economies.

You say one objective of your proposal is to protect agricultural activities and support the right of
farmers to operate without conflict or interference, however interspersing non farmers throughout
larger farms would increase the risk of conflict or interference. Some peopie disagree with many
common farming methods not to mention with the production of livestock for meat. Aiready having
an impact are a couple of my neighbour’s objections to chemical weed centrol, burning off,
phosphorous fertiliser application and the culling of wifd dogs. Even the need for appropriate fencing
is being argued by some non-farmers which greatly impacts our ability to get on with business,

Smaller properties should be concentratad within certain areas to avoid a decrease in economies of
scale and an increase in the risk of conflict or interference from non-farmers. It seems logical that
decreasing the size of farming properties outside village type areas would only increase conflict and.
the farmers right to produce in those areas.

An argument also used is that smaller villages such as Markwell lack the facilities of larger villages
and towns, We have all the facilities we need. Part of the appeat of villages like Markwell are the lack
of facilities, with properties having the feel of the country without the need to maintain a larger
number of hectares. Such places | feel encourage tourism as well. Oftentimes people travel to
destinations that they hope to retire in. Allowing smaller blocks in areas such as Markwell would
encourage more of this type of tourism,

Hive within the village of Markwell, but | also have properties within the Myall Valley much greater
that 40 hectares. Our right to subdivide in the village has existed for as long as ! can remember apd
I'm 84 years of age. | do not want to lose this right now. If anything, progress should expand one’s
rights, not decrease or limit them.

Document Set ID: 15565651
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From:

Sent: Mon, 22 Nov 2021 20:40:05 +1100

To: "Rural Strategy" <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>

Cc:

Subject: Proposed rezoning of , Barrington

Dear Midcoast Council,
Re Rezoning , Barrington

This lot was created by a boundary re-alignment allowing the residence and access road to be excised from the
original 80 hectare property. The size of this lot is only 10 hectares.

This property adjoins subdivision in Barrington Village. The land immediately to the south of the
Thunderbolts Way ( over the road)has also been developed as a rural small lot subdivision .

The size of the property is not capable of providing an income to justify its current land zoning of RU1 (Primary
Production)

The proposed land use zoning of RU2 (Rural Landscape) is a rather odd category given the proximity of to
both these adjoining subdivisions and given its small area making it an uneconomic agricultural holding. What are
the restrictions does the zoning of RU2 ?

Wouldn’t a more appropriate zoning be as a future rural , small lot subdivision as an extension of the current
growth of Barrington village towards Gloucester?

I note that other adjacent holdings have not also been given a RU2 zoning yet they are also part of the “rural
landscape”, perhaps even more so!

| feel the zoning proposed should be reconsidered considering the above points. A more appropriate zoning should
be for small lot residential development considering the current lack of such properties. The current availability of
small lot subdivision in Barrington and Gloucester district is limited owing to the desirability of this type of land
subdivision. Most of the current small lot subdivision land has been sold with no newly zoned land for such use been
approved.

Yours sincerely

Barrington
Sent from my iPhone
Email secured by Check Point

Document Set ID: 15566901
Version: 1, Version Date: 29/11/2021



Submission 168

From: "Daniel Garton" <dgarton@Ijhtaree.com.au>

Sent: Thu, 2 Dec 2021 11:29:10 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Rural Strategy SPR 02/04.

Good morning,

Working in Real-estate in the Halliday's Point Rainbow Flat area predominantly I've have been
requested hundreds of times to contact buyers who are looking for small acreage.

We have abundant of residential lots and approvals available in our area and | understand rates
would be higher given these approvals but small acres R5 zoning is what is in not only high
demand but more suitable for our community. You just need to look at places like Failford (
Highlands estate, Bullocks run and Bluckbutt dr) Figtree dr Diamond Beach and Homestead
estate to name just a few of these areas that don't turn our nice coastal community into
another Central Coast! The mass exodus in areas like these are because of the greed of councils
and not the areas best interest. | implore you to consider allowing more RU1 Properties to be
changed to R5 Zoning to allow for our area not to be turned into so many failed now high
density along the East coast.

Or simply reducing the minimum lot size of RU1 like it was a couple of decades ago such as 634
Wingham rd Taree to give an example.

Kind Regards,

Document Set ID: 15573653
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1L Hooker
Spri

selling seg

>k BOOK APRRE

Fraud Warning: Cybercrime poses a significant risk for real estate firms and their clients. For your protection, you should always verify our bank account details by
phoning us before transferring any significant sum of money to us, as we cannot accept responsibility where money is transferred to an incorrect account.

This email transmission including any attachments is confidential and may also contain information that is legally privileged and copyright material. If you are not
the intended recipient of this email transmission, any use, interference with, disclosure or copying of this email transmission, or action taken in reliance on this
email transmission, is unauthorised, prohibited and may be unlawful.

LJ Hooker Taree does not represent or warrant that the integrity of this email transmission has been maintained, nor that it is free from errors, viruses,
interceptions or interference.

If you have received this email transmission in error, please immediately advise the sender by return email and then delete the email transmission and any copies
of it from your system.

Email secured by Check Point
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Sunday, 19 December 2021 3:54 PM
To: MidCoast Council
Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
X \ 4
"4 HAVE YOUR SAY§ MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you council

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

NABIAC

Postcode
2312
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Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest

Nabiac

Submission subject

Submission re change of Nabiac from RU1 Primary Production to

RU4 Small Lot Subdivision or 2 X 20 hectare lots.

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents

below.

Preferences

1. We would prefer that be considered for RU4 Small Lot
Subdivision

2. If the above is not approved, we would like to submit that Nabiac

be considered for conversion to 2 lots of 20 hectares.

. , formerly known as ', was previously 2 x 50 acre
(20 hectare) portions with the creek being the boundary. It was amalgamated into 1 at the
request of the council around 36 years ago. When we wanted to build a new house closer
to Wallanbah Road, council said it would be easier if we amalgamated 2 portions whereas
we should have just built on the top portion and kept it as 2 portions with one home on
each.

* Already has 2 existing homes.

» The property is not viable as an income generating proposition for dairying or beef.

» Council had previously approved the development of a concrete plant with access from
Wallanbah Road midway along the frontage of the property. Council provided the new
access point with a culvert and tarred entrance. This is a further access point which could
be utilised.

» There are 3 existing access points to the property directly from Wallanbah Road.

» Smaller lot sizes exist directly across the road.
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* There is already an existing lack of available blocks of land for residential purposes
within the village.

* There is a shortage of small acreage lots available close to town in the Nabiac area

» The lack of residential lots and small lot acreages makes it difficult for young families to
remain in their local area if they choose to do so.

* Young families who identify strongly with the area are forced to move away because of
the lack of affordable land. This leads to an ageing township putting the viability of existing
services such as schools and pre-schools at risk.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have

Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

From: "Bryan" <bryan@meridianbc.com.au>

Sent: Thu, 13 Jan 2022 13:06:03 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Submission - draft Rural Strategy - Environmental Living Zone
Attachments: MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12.docx

I enclose as an attachment, the submissions of my company objecting to the proposed inclusion
of Lots 1-7 DP 249361, and Lotl DP 1229374 in Council’s proposed Environmental Living
Zone.

A hard copy of this submission has also been filed with your Forster office.

Please acknowledge receipt of this submission before close of date for submissions of 28 January
2022,

Yours faithfully,

Bryan Baker.

Email secured by Check Point
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INQUIRY PROPERTY INVESTMENTS PTY LTD - SUBMISSION TO MID COAST
COUNCIL:

Draft Rural Strategy — proposed Environmental Living Zone
My company is Inquiry Property Investments Pty Ltd.
It is the registered proprietor of Lots 1-7 (incl) in DP 249361, and also Lot 1in DP 1229374.

My company has received a notification dated 25 August 2021 from Council, advising that these
lots are proposed to be re-zoned to an Environmental Living Zone.

My company records its strongest objection to this proposal.

A. In Council’s own proposal of “Liveable Communities — Attachment B” of its Ordinary
Meeting of 16 December 2020, it was proposed by Council —

5. Lots 1-7 DP249361 (Submission 282) Request that the whole site be included as ‘potential urban land’ in the
Housing Strategy rather than the front 3 lots, consistent with the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 2006-2031.
The South Forster Structure Plan 2006 identified significant constraints for Lots 4-7 on DP249361. As a result, only
the front portion of the site was identified as having potential to be developed for residential purposes. The
Housing Strategy reflects this work undertaken.

Recommendation: no change

B. Further, as recently as 28 July 2021, Council resolved that these lots (referred to as
“Bert’s Farm”) be included as an Urban Release Area in the short term 5-10 years within
the Mid-Coast Council Urban Release Areas Report, which is a companion document to
the Housing Strategy. Please refer to the full resolution of Council on that day.

C. Since that resolution, construction has commenced on a new roundabout at the Palm
Lakes Resort, and will join that roundabout with the extension of the Southern Parkway
Forster. That roundabout will be but 1.4 km from the entrance of our property.

D. Since that resolution of Council of 28 July 2021, I have now received a copy of the Draft
Hunter Regional Plan 2041 issued by the Department of Planning, Industry and
Environment, Newcastle, noting that “Bert’s Farm” is included as proposed urban
release areas (refer to page 118 of that Regional Plan, and figure 29). | request that
you check this Draft Regional Plan with that the Department of Planning Industry and
Environment.

E. 1 have also been advised by another source, that the inclusion of Lots 1-7 DP 294361, and
Lot 1 in DP 1229374, and Lot 50 adjoining, was a clerical error in the preparation of the
proposed Environmental Living Zone, and will be excluded.

F. An earlier objection was raised by Council staff that the land was subject to endangered

ecological communities. On 29 June 2017 Great Lakes Council granted approval for a
fire trail over lots 1,3 and 7 in DP 249361. No objection was raised on the approval

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12
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about EEC on those lots. Further, by its letter dated 1 April 2008, Great Lakes Council
(ref R Bushy) requested... an opinion from the Department of Environment & Climate
Change as to the validity of the claims by ....Orogen Pty Ltd that non (sic) of the
vegetation is EEC. | understand that Council did not receive a reply (or a satisfactory
reply) to that letter. A copy of that letter is available, if Council does not have its own

copy.

G. In preparatory notes, Council staff have referred to sugar gliders and wallum froglets
being abundant on this property. | refer to the various ecological report referred to
hereunder, which negate those claims. | also understand that the McCloy Group is
preparing additional ecological reports for both these lots, and the adjoining Lot 50, also
to that effect.

1. These lots, and Lot 50, are surrounded on 3 sides by the Palm Lakes Resort development,
by the Seven Mile Beach development, and by Wallis Lake. These 2 major
developments are not low impact residential development, but are noted to be in this
proposed environmentally sensitive location...see MC Council referral from its
Environmental Living Zone pamphlet.

| repeat the submissions previously made in my company’s address to Council on 28 July 2021,
when Council resolved to include these lots as an Urban Release Area in the short term 5-10
years.

| therefore invite Council to remove Lots 1-7 in DP 249361, and Lot 1 in DP 1229374 from any
proposed application of an Environmental Living Zone.

| REPEAT MY EARLIER SUBMISSIONS TO COUNCIL ON 28 July 2021:

This property — Lots 1-7 DP 249361 (and also Lot 1 DP 1229374) has been the subject of a
number of expert reports commissioned by both my company, and also by the then Great Lakes
Council. In late 1997(98)?, the then Great Lakes Council joined in with inter alia my company,
to commission various expert reports for re-zoning lots 1-7 DP 249361 by independent Town
Planner Mr Jock Palmer of Jock Palmer & Associates Pty Ltd, Box 6749 PO Coffs Harbour
2450. 1 urge Mid Coast Council to consider those reports considered by Mr Palmer before his
commission was discontinued. A number of those reports were ordered by Great Lakes Council,
as is referred to hereunder in my submission. Further, Great Lakes Council resolved to prepare a
collaborative Master Plan following the judgment of Assessor Mr C. Brown in the LEC decision
of Inquiry Property Investments Pty Ltd v Great Lakes Council [2014] NSWLEC 1056 (1 April
2014)

I will refer to these various reports in my undermentioned submissions.

FLOODING: My company submits that DP 249361 (owned by my company) is not 95%
subject to flooding.

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12
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I note that Bert's Farm (p.32) is ruled out as an Urban Release Area because 95% of it is
identified as Flood Prone Land, but 'Harrington Growth Area 1'is 100% FPL and is identified as
Medium Term (p.82).

I refer Council to the report of BMT WBM Water Management Investigation Report, dated Feb
2009, commissioned by Great Lakes Council (see the document control sheet of the report
following), which treats the preliminary investigations to identify existing flooding, drainage,
stormwater quality and groundwater conditions at Bert’s Farm....

DOCUMENT CONTROL SHEET
BMT WBM Pty Ltd

BMT WBM Pty Ltd

126 Belford Street
BROADMEADOW NSW 2292
Australia

PO Box 266

Broadmeadow NSW 2292
Tel: +61 2 4940 8882

Fax: +61 2 4940 8887

ABN 54 010 830 421 003

Document :

Project Manager :

R.N1453.001.01

Mark Wainwright

Client :

Client Contact:

Client Reference

Great Lakes Council

Roger Busby

Title : Berts Farm Site, South Forster Water Management Investigations

Authors : Mark Wainwright, Darren Lyons, Phillip Hitchcock (Environ)

Synopsis : This Stage 1 report presents the outcomes of preliminary investigations to identify
existing flooding, drainage, stormwater quality and groundwater conditions at the Berts
Farm site, South Forster. The existing conditions assessment will be utilised for
comparison with future developed conditions for the site.

I draw the attention of Council, to the whole of that report, and in particular, to that part of this
reportat ......

4 GROUNDWATER

4.1 Stage 1 Existing Scenario

4.1.1 Scope

The objective of Stage 1 of the study involved a review of existing reports prepared for the site to
confirm that existing groundwater characteristics have been identified and potential adverse impacts
of future development in the study area are identified. The outcomes of this review were to provide
advice on whether it is considered necessary to address any outstanding groundwater issues prior to
completing the additional investigations.

Environ Australia Pty Ltd (Environ) completed the review of groundwater related issues associated
with the re-zoning. It is understood that the proponent appointed Robert Carr and Associates Pty Ltd
(RCA) to undertake groundwater investigations. The following reports were provided for review:

* RCA (2006) Baseline Groundwater Assessment, Lots 1-7 DP249361, The Lakes Way, South
Forster (ref: 5226-003/0, 9t March 2006);

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12
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* RCA (2006) Baseline Groundwater Assessment, Lots 1-7 DP249361, The Lakes Way, South
Forster (ref: 5226-003/1, 1st June 2006);

¢ RCA (2007) Groundwater Assessment April 2006-February 2007, Lots 1-7 DP249361, The
Lakes Way, South Forster (ref: 5226-004/1, 26w April 2007);

¢ RCA (2006) Geotechnical Investigation, Lots 1-7 DP249361, The Lakes Way, South Forster (ref:
5226-002/1, 21st June 2006);

¢ RCA (2006) Geotechnical Investigation, Lots 1-7 DP249361, The Lakes Way, South Forster (ref:
5226-002/2, 23rd October 2007); and

« Connell Wagner (2007) Berts Farm peer review of geotechnical and groundwater reports. Letter
report dated 20 June 2007.

4.1.2 Existing groundwater characteristics

Baseline monitoring by RCA indicates the depth to groundwater varies between 0.15m below ground
surface (bgs) and 1.5m bgs or 0.3m AHD to 2.89m AHD within sandy estuarine basin muds and
intertidal deposits. This information is from site investigations, including drilling and installation of 8
monitoring wells to depths ranging between 1.1m bgs and 7.15m bgs. Four rounds of groundwater
level gauging were completed between April 2006 and February 2007 following baseline monitoring
in January 2006. The depth to groundwater varied up to 1.05m from the baseline data. The data
presented is considered suitable to assess groundwater levels and variations.

RCA indicated that principal drainage is via infiltration into sandy surface soils, with some drainage
via natural shallow drainage paths towards Wallis Lake. This is considered to be a reasonable
conclusion. RCA has not commented on the type of aquifer present at the site. Based on the
information provided, the aquifer is likely to be an unconfined estuarine aquifer of interbeded silts and
sands.

GROUNDWATER 20
K:\N1453 BERTS FARM SMP\DOCS\R.N1453.001.01.DOC

RCA indicates that from the baseline monitoring, groundwater flows from east to west across the site
towards Wallis Lake. The groundwater flow direction was the same during monitoring rounds 2 and 3.
Monitoring rounds 1 and 4 showed a flattening of the groundwater hydraulic gradient and a slight
change in the groundwater flow direction, with groundwater beneath part of the site flowing south to
north. The data presented is considered suitable to assess groundwater flow directions.

The depth to groundwater was expected to be influenced by both tide and rainfall events. RCA
installed data loggers to log water levels in 3 monitoring bores and compared the results to tidal data
and rainfall data. RCA indicates that the rainfall events correlate with fluctuations in groundwater
levels, whereas the influence of tides on groundwater levels is considered minimal. RCA considered
that variations due to tides would have minimal impact on groundwater flow rates and direction.
Based on the data, this is considered to be a reasonable conclusion.

No hydraulic conductivity (permeability) testing was completed as part of the RCA assessment. This
testing should be undertaken.

Groundwater physical parameters, including electrical conductivity and pH were collected using a
water quality meter during monitoring rounds. A discussion of groundwater quality results was
included and indicated the following:

« Groundwater trends from relatively fresh on the eastern part of the site to brackish on the

western part of the site,

« Groundwater is slightly acidic;

« Concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorus in the baseline study were below the ANZECC 2000
Estuarine Water Quality Guidelines; and

e Comparison of data from baseline monitoring and the 4 monitoring rounds indicates there were

no significant changes in groundwater quality between January 2006 and February 2007.

This above testing and results are suitable to assess baseline conditions.

Quality of Analytical Data Records of the field quality assurance methodologies indicate the following:
« a minimum of 3 bore volumes were purged from groundwater bores and purging continued until

pH and EC readings stabilised prior to sampling;

e sampling was undertaken using a Teflon disposable bailer;

« the bailer was decontaminated prior to sampling by rinsing with Decon90 and potable water;

« 1 intra-laboratory duplicate sample was collected and submitted for analysis;

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12
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« Samples were stored in appropriately preserved containers supplied by Labmark; and
« Samples were cooled prior to transportation to the laboratory.
The above methods/results are suitable and provide confidence that the data can be relied upon.

4.1.3 Potential impacts of development on groundwater
It is noted that this review is preliminary, and the information provided in the RCA report relating to
impacts to groundwater of the proposed development is limited. It is noted that RCA has not

GROUNDWATER 21
K:\N1453 BERTS FARM SMP\DOCS\R.N1453.001.01.DOC

provided any comments on the impacts of the development on groundwater but the data presented is
considered a suitable basis on which to assess the impacts of the development on groundwater with
the exception that no permeability testing has been undertaken

VEGETATION AND THREATENED SPECIES:

It is submitted that Bert’s Farm is not subject to constraints of vegetation and threatened species
on the site.

Dealing with vegetation, there are many references in the numerous expert reports engaged by
both Great Lakes Council, and also from my company, confirming that lots 1-7 DP 249361, was
first used as a dairy farm for the town of Forster (by the Stanfield family), later it was
extensively mined for rutile and zircon, with substantial mine drains on the property (and with a
registered mining lease on the titles), and thereafter, was used as a grazing property by my
company. My company’s grazing operations are also confirmed in its income tax records, and
Local Land Service rates as a grazing company. The whole of the land is annually and regularly
managed by slashing for bushfire control.

Great Lakes Council granted consent on 29 June 2017 for a fire trail over lots 1,3 and 7 in DP
249361. At no time was any objection raised by Council in that approval, about constraints of
vegetation or threatened species.

Dealing with threatened species constraints, a report dated 10 March 2008 from Orogen Pty Ltd
was served on Great Lakes headed ... ASSESSMENT OF OCCURRENCE OF ENDANGED
ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES ON THE SOUTH EASTERN FORESHORE OF WALLIS
LAKE NSW ..., and | produce Clause 10 of that report hereunder. If Mid Coast Council has not
had recourse to that report, | am happy to furnish another copy to Council in support of this
submission.

10. Conclusion

Based on the detailed analysis of the descriptors, the vegetation adjoining the south-eastern foreshore
of Wallis Lake does not on first principles satisfy the definition of the EEC’s as this landform has been
concisely determined not to be a Coastal floodplain. This is further supported by the geological and soil
mapping and soil descriptors referring to silts and clay based soil textures rather than sand based
substrates.

It is further concluded that this area is not consistent with the reasons for listing as these areas are low
productivity soils and have not been cleared to the extent that Coastal floodplains have subject to for
agriculture purposes. This is further supported by the lack of occurrences of these EEC’s in the sandplain
reserves identified in the determination of which, notably the adjoining Booti Booti National Park is not
listed as containing these EEC’s.

Yours faithfully

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12
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Orogen Pty Ltd

BRETT CAMPBELL
Project Director
Attachments — Figures

Earlier — in December 1997, a report of Mitchell ERM McCotter was served on Great Lakes
Council, headed EIGHT PART TEST — LOTS 4-7 DP 249361, SOUTH FORSTER. That
report dealt with the results of the eight matters for consideration under the eight part test, and
was addressed in that report. Again, if Mid Coast Council has not had recourse to that report, |
am happy to furnish another copy to Council in support of this submission.

On 22 August 2008, a report from Orogen Pty Ltd headed ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 1999 ASSESSMENT was served on Great
Lakes Council.

I refer Mid Coast Council to item 1.5 of that report which is produced hereunder:

1.5 Potential for Significant effect on Matters of NES

The subject site does not contain any EPBC listed Endangered Ecological Communities and the subject
site contains very limited habitat resources for Threatened fauna species. The subject site does not
contain an important area of habitat for listed migratory species and no World Heritage Areas or other
listed heritage items occur within of adjoining the subject site.

It is submitted that development of the site in accordance with the development principles is not likely
to cause the potential for significant effect on matters of National Environmental Significance and it is
therefore considered that the proposed activity would not require Commonwealth approval under the
provisions of the EPBC Act.

Again, if Mid Coast Council has not recourse to that report, I am happy to furnish another copy
to Council in support of this submission.

BUSHFIRE:

A Bushfire Hazzard Assessment Report dated 6 July 2006 was commissioned from Orogen Pty
Ltd, in respect of Lots 1-7 DP 249361, and was served on Great Lakes Council. | draw the
attention of Council, to the whole of that report, and in particular, to that part of this report at
Items 5.1 and 5.2 produced hereunder -

Conclusions & Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

The proposed development scenarios would alleviate the risk of bushfire threat within the site with the
exception of the proposed corridor, however, future development would not alter the bushfire risk from
the vegetation adjoining the site. As a result, the provision of APZ’s must be incorporated into any
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development design prior to the Rural Fire Service issuing a Section 100B certificate and all buildings
must comply with the construction standards as outlined in this report.

The majority of the land within the site would also be subject to low bushfire attack, however, some
developable areas adjoining the APZ are subject to an extreme bushfire attack (Appendix B). Final
construction standards for each dwelling would need to be reviewed at DA stage of each dwelling.

It is concluded, therefore, that the proposed residential and or tourist/aged-care development would be
able to satisfy the planning requirements of the Rural Fire Service without adversely impacting on the
ecological attributes of the area.

The following recommendations are provided in this report and are summarised below.

5.2 Recommendations

The following recommendations are made with respect to the proposed development described in this
report. Design criteria for new subdivisions are outlined by RFS/PlanningNSW (2001). Several points need
to be considered in the design of the proposed development in areas subject to bush fire attack. These
are as follows:

. New electrical transmission lines should be located underground where possible;

. Water supply should be delivered to the internal road and public access road by a ring main system.
Fire hydrants must be located so that a 20 m long fire hose can service them;

. Habitable buildings must be located so that a fire at the furthest extreme can be attacked using a
60 m hose and 10 m jet of water;

o Locations of any external fire hydrants must be in accordance with AS2419.1-1994. In addition,
unobstructed distances between the hydrant and the most distant point of any building must not
exceed 9o m. Distances between houses and hydrants must comply with AS 2419. If compliance
cannot be demonstrated, then a static supply of water (5000 L minimum) or an additional hydrant
must be supplied;

. Details regarding external taps and piped are provided in Chapter 6 of the Planning for Bushfire
Protection guidelines (RFS/Planning NSW, 2001). External taps and pipes should meet
specifications outlined in the guidelines;

. A perimeter fire trail is required for the site, and these areas will be maintained by individual
landholders on whose land the fire trails and APZ's are located via means of a Section 88B
instrument; and

The internal road system should be designed to cater for fire tankers as specified in the
guidelines (RFS/PlanningNSW, 2001).

NOTE: SEE NOW THE APPROVED FIRE TRAIL granted by Great Lakes Council on 29
June 2017 for a fire trail over lots 1,3 and 7 in DP 249361.
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If Mid Coast Council has not recourse to that Bushfire Hazzard Report report, | am happy to
furnish another copy to Council in support of this submission.

COASTAL WETLAND AND BUFFER AREA:

No development is proposed within the Coastal Wetlands area at this stage. Development may
occur within the buffer area with no impact on the Coastal Wetlands being justified as part of the
Rezoning or DA process.

A review of Council’s mapping indicates that the subject land does NOT contain Coastal
Wetlands, however a small portion of the site is mapped as Coastal Wetlands Buffer.

Clause 11 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 states:

Development consent must not be granted to development on land identified as “proximity area for coastal
wetlands” or “proximity area for littoral rainforest” on the Coastal Wetlands and Littoral Rainforests Area
Map unless the consent authority is satisfied that the proposed development will not significantly impact on—
(a) the biophysical, hydrological or ecological integrity of the adjacent coastal wetland or littoral rainforest, or
(b) the quantity and quality of surface and ground water flows to and from the adjacent coastal wetland or littoral
rainforest.

It should be noted that the provisions of the SEPP do NOT exclude development of land that is
within a Wetland buffer. Given the extensive nature of environmental investigation on the land
to date, the issues raised above can be appropriately addressed during rezoning of the land.

COASTAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREA:

No development is proposed within the Coastal Environmental Area Map area at this stage. Note
that the majority of Forster including the newly approved MHE development adjoining our site
next door is affected by the Coastal Environmental Area Map.

Approximately 40% of the western part of the site is within the Coastal Environmental Area as
indicated on Council’s mapping.

Clause 13 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 states:

(1) Development consent must not be granted to development on land that is within the coastal environment area unless
the consent authority has considered whether the proposed development is likely to cause an adverse impact on the
following—

(a) the integrity and resilience of the biophysical, hydrological (surface and groundwater) and ecological environment,

(b) coastal environmental values and natural coastal processes,

(c) the water quality of the marine estate (within the meaning of the Marine Estate Management Act 2014), in particular,
the cumulative impacts of the proposed development on any of the sensitive coastal lakes identified in Schedule 1,

(d) marine vegetation, native vegetation and fauna and their habitats, undeveloped headlands and rock platforms,

(e) existing public open space and safe access to and along the foreshore, beach, headland or rock platform for members
of the public, including persons with a disability,

(f) Aboriginal cultural heritage, practices and places,

(g9) the use of the surf zone.

(2) Development consent must not be granted to development on land to which this clause applies unless the consent
authority is satisfied that—
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(a) the development is designed, sited and will be managed to avoid an adverse impact referred to in subclause (1), or

(b) if that impact cannot be reasonably avoided—the development is designed, sited and will be managed to minimise
that impact, or

(c) if that impact cannot be minimised—the development will be managed to mitigate that impact.

It should be noted that the provisions of the SEPP do NOT exclude development of land that is
within the Coastal environment area. Given the extensive nature of environmental investigation
on the land to date, the issues raised above can be appropriately addressed during rezoning of the
land.

STORMWATER AND WATER QUALITY:

I refer Council to the report of BMT WBM Water Management Investigation Report, dated Feb
2009, commissioned by Great Lakes Council and more fully set out in the earlier item
FLOODING (and see the document control sheet of that report which was commissioned by
Council), which treats the preliminary investigations to identify existing flooding, drainage,
stormwater quality and groundwater conditions at Bert’s Farm. | submit it is not necessary to
repeat again, the submission made by me in that earlier item above.

I also refer Council to the report of RCA Australia dated June 2006, and served on Great Lakes
Council, and in particular to item 10 which is produced hereunder.....

10 CONCLUSIONS

This report presents a summary of baseline conditions for investigation undertaken
at Lots 1-7 DP249361, The Lakes Way, South Forster.

The site generally comprises topsoil/fill material overlying sand with traces of fine
silt, overlying indurated sand.

Groundwater was identified at shallow depth, varying between approximately 0.15
to 1.5m below existing surface level. Groundwater flow was identified to be in a
west to northwesterly direction, towards Wallis Lake.

Groundwater is fresh to slightly brackish, with a slightly acidic pH. Low
concentrations of Nitrogen and Phosphorous were noted, below estuarine
guideline levels.

If Mid Coast Council has not recourse to that report, | am happy to furnish another copy to
Council in support of this submission.

ISOLATED/SEPARATED FROM FORSTER:

It is submitted that Bert’s Farm is not isolated nor separated from Forster. Great Lakes
Council has earlier granted a tavern hotel development approval in 2012 for lot 2 DP 249361.
Bert’s Farm is directly opposite the approved and substantially commenced development of
the Seven Mile Beach Resort, and is some 700 metres south of the recently approved Palm
Lakes Resort Forster Lakes. | refer Council to the website of the Palm Lakes Resort
(www.forsterlakes.com.au) for details of the proximity to amenities advertised therein to the
Forster attractions including a major shopping complex, clubs, hospital and medical facilities.
The Summergreen residential development is also an approved residential subdivision on

Ing Prop MC Council submission Enviro Living 22.01.12

Document Set ID: 15621117
Version: 1, Version Date: 13/01/2022



Submission 190

The Lakes Way South Forster, partly opposite the Palm Lakes Resort development
(Www.summergreen.com.au).

I also refer to the traffic report of GHD dated October 2010 filed in conjunction with the tavern
hotel development approval noted hereunder (see Item .. ACCESS to The Lakes Way
FORSTER) which also addresses matters of proximity to Forster. If Mid Coast Council has not
recourse to that report, I am happy to furnish another copy to Council in support of this
submission. | produce the conclusions of the GHD report hereunder:

5. Summary and Conclusions

The following conclusions are drawn based on the above investigations:
0 The proposed development is mainly expected to impact on The Lakes Way.
Future traffic for The Lakes Way has been forecasted on the assumption that
background traffic will grow at a rate of 4.5% per annum. This is considered as the
worst-case scenario and thus, provides a conservative estimate for the analysis. It
has been noted, though, that the observed growth rate from 2004 to 2009 was less
than 1% per annum while previous network modelling undertaken for the Great
Lakes Council has reported a potential growth rate of 8.9% per annum. The
RTA'’s permanent count station, situated in the urban area of Forster, recorded
liner growth trend with an average traffic growth rate of 3.6% per annum. This
average was taken over the period from 1976-2003;
0 The traffic generation potential of the proposed residential development was
calculated based on the RTA Guide for Traffic Generating Developments, 2002.;
0 The additional traffic on The Lakes Way as a result of the proposed development
will not adversely effect on the level of traffic activity on The Lakes Way;
0 The estimated future volumes has taken into account anticipated traffic generation
from the proposed Tavern Development and the Seven Mile Beach development,
and the traffic generation from the proposed residential and retirement village
development;
0 The proposed access driveway off The Lakes Way for the proposed residential
development has been assessed for future operational performance and safety.
The intersection configuration was assumed to be patterned after the Austroads
Type “CHR” intersection with a left turn deceleration lane on the northbound
approach of The Lakes Way. The analysis indicate that the proposed access
intersection will have the capacity to accommodate the potential traffic generation
and peak future traffic volume on The Lakes Way and the approaches on The
Lakes Way will operate satisfactorily at acceptable levels of service during the AM
and PM peak periods;
0 The proposed access driveway to the development meets the minimum Approach
Sight Distance (ASD) requirement and would require vegetation clearing to achieve
the desirable minimum Safe Intersection Sight Distance (SISD) based on the
criteria outlined in Austroads;
0 It has also been recommended that initiatives be established to expand the public
transport services and/or shuttle services to promote transport sustainability; and
Strategies should be identified to promote the establishment of pedestrian and
cycling networks.

Lots 1-7 DP 249361 — the property Bert’s Farm — fronts The Lakes Way Forster. In 2012, Great
Lakes Council granted a tavern hotel approval for lot 2 DP 249361, and in the course of that
approval, considered inter alia, a traffic report of GHD filed as a requirement of that
development application.
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I refer to that report of GHD dated October 2010 which is referred to above (in the item
ISOLATED/SEPARATED FROM FORSTER), and draw your attention to the conclusions of
that report. Adequate provisions in that report addressed all access requirements of both
Council, and Roads and Maritime Services.

It should also be noted that the following services are already connected to DP 249361, viz:
1. Town water, from MidCoast Council Water.
2. Electricity
3. Internet/broadband.
4. Council’s sewer line to Pacific Palms passes along The Lakes Way fronting the property.

As to demand for land — | note in the Report's discussion of Karuah (p.134) having no demand.
We know there is demand on the western side of the Karuah River because Port Stephens
Council has been reviewing their Karuah Growth Strategy over the past 12 months due to a
number of planning proposals being lodged with Council.

CONSTRAINT LEVEL — HIGH:

Constraints will be determined as part of any Rezoning or DA process. In view of the various
reports previously served upon Great Lakes Council for this land, it is submitted that constraint
levels are at best, of a minimum nature, and clearly, those reports appear to have not been
considered by Council staff in making the current proposed “Recommendation: That this area
NOT be nominated as an Urban Release Area”.

OPPORTUNITY - SECURING AN ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDOR:

Preservation of an Environmental Corridor can/will form part of the master plan design for the
area.

Future development of the land does not preclude the opportunity to establish an environmental
corridor. In fact, during the rezoning process an appropriate corridor can be identified and
secured. If no rezoning occurs the opportunity for the securing of the corridor will be lost, as
ongoing agricultural use of the land will continue.

IN CONCLUSION:

I respectfully submit that the proposed Environmental Living Zone relating to Bert’s Farm —
should not proceed
INQUIRY PROPERTY INVESTMENTS PTY LTD
Per:

(Hilton Mason and Bryan Baker — Directors)
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From:

Sent: Sun, 16 Jan 2022 09:12:58 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Draft Midcoast Rural Strategy

Koorainghat NSW 2430

To : Midcoast Council
Attention Alex Macvean, Michael Griffith

Re : Draft Midcoast Rural Strategy - have your say -

Dear Madam/Sir.

We, as the owners ol would like to apply for a E4 zoning of our Land.

The property is of outstanding natural beauty, directly bordering the Khappinghat National Park on two sides. One of which is the
Koorainghat creek to the south west. It is also very close to the Khappinghat Nature Reserve to the southeast.

The property is our permanent residence currently used by us as rural lifestyle. With approx. 40 HA in size it takes some effort to look
after and maintain the Land. Yet we know from our previous rural experience that it is very difficult to make commercial agriculture
financially viable on a block like ours without clearing trees and changing the landscape.

To be more in tune with our natural landscape and surrounds we envisage a mix of light agricultural use and offering some eco tourism.
Say running 6 to 8 steers mainly as grass eaters /fertilisers next to the small flock of sheep and few chickens we already have.

We are thinking of building a couple of self sustained, if possible carbon neutral cabins for holiday lettings.

Over all, we strongly believe that our parcel of land is perfectly suited for a E4 zoning, which also will allow us to derive some small
income to help maintain and look after the property with minimal impact to its eco system.

Looking forward to hearing from you.
Yours sincerely

Email secured by Check Point
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From:

Sent: Tue, 25 Jan 2022 10:22:58 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Attachments: MidCoast Council Draft Rural Strategy Plan.docx

Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

Good Morning

Please see attached document for our comments

Email secured by Check Point
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To MidCoast Council

Re Draft Rural Land Strategy SPR 02/04

Firstly, this is a very complex document to read and understand.

1)

2)

3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

The use of RU2 for most rural land including small lots seems to be an easy way out of
assessing lots that are currently rural residential and may not allow there continuing present
use/lifestyle.

The strategy appears to favour development over lifestyle. Again, using RU2 as a generic
land use it enables small businesses to be established that are more suited to light industrial
areas.

The definition of rural industries is far too broad.

Can see that this wide use of RU2 will cause land use conflicts

Don’t believe enough consideration has been given to our flora and fauna. We live in area
which is a known habitat for koalas. Nothing has been included to safe guard their area
through partial zoning of land at the most appropriate environmental level. Current wild life
corridors are not recognised.

There is not enough consideration for E4 zoning. As stated in the draft this zoning would be
suitable for properties that are low density, rural residential. We drive through a National
Park to our property and yet none of the properties near the park are zoned E4 but all are
RU2.

The fact sheet states that Mid Coast Council wants to keep the rural landscape but the
generically applied RU2 zoning will allow for extractive industries close to properties.

The basic description in rural landscape fact sheet encourages the keeping of this flavour for
MidCoast. When reading the actual draft strategy “extractive” businesses and light industrial
activities would be allowed, neither of these are compatible with rural lifestyle and
activities. Farming grazing and ecotourism and many home businesses are mutually
compatible as is selling produce at the farm gate, see page 25. In one of the objectives, page
37, 13.1-13.4 allows mining. Also, page 42

Page 65 mentions existing primary production and avoiding land use conflict, but pages 37
and 42 contradict this in page 76 council dose not want to get involved in quarry applications
even though the criteria the basic core of councils’ rural land description.

In summary, we contend that our property and many others are actually being operated under the
description on E4 and should not be changed to RU2
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Harry Lloyd

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Sent: Tuesday, 25 January 2022 11:45 AM

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

PAMPOOLAH

Postcode
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2430

Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest
PAMPOOLAH

Submission subject
Submission to detail our interest for further investigation of R5 Large Lot Residential

zoning for part of our RU1 zoned land

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

See attached

Upload Submission details and/or supporting documents

¢ SPR02.04 Submission .docx
e Info_Map Sheet pdf

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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Reference - RURAL STRATEGY SPR 02/04

Current Land Zone RU1 — Primary Production
Mescal & Rodney Dever Pampoolah

Contact Details - Phone
Mobile —
Email —

In response to Council’s draft Rural Strategy currently on exhibition we make the
following submission to detail our interest for further investigation of R5 Large Lot
Residential zoning for part of our land which adjoins existing R5 land.

The supply of R5 Large Lot Residential land is limited east of the Pacific Highway
and is in high demand. There is potential for subdivision within the coastal region by
utilising the existing land holdings, under say 20 hectares, which have not been used
for agriculture for the last 40-50 years (at least) and are owned by people who
sought a rural outlook and lifestyle, not to work the land.

We seek the support of Council planning staff and Councillors, to recommend the
rezoning of the western portion of our land to R5 to better reflect the existing pattern
of land use and occupation which already exists and maximise the use of existing
infrastructure whilst negating any future land use conflict to the five adjoining
neighbours.

The neighbouring R5 zoned developed land of 57 lots has 75% of the total
subdivision with lot sizes less than the ‘minimum lot size’ currently advocated of 1.5
hectares ie 43 lots. Of the 43 lots there are 22 lots of 1 hectare or under and 21
lots over 1 — 1.5 hectares. The remainder of the subdivision has 6 blocks 1.6 & 1.7
ha and 8 blocks over 2.3 hectares. The lots over 1 hectare were primarily designed
and governed by natural constraints, adjoining land to the south and the freeway. All
lots are currently occupied and no vacant land is available. Malcolms Road follows
the path of the Right of Way which was a previously established roadway and
subdivided the two R5 rezoned properties for this subdivision.

To the north, our adjoining neighbours/owners of ,

, have expressed interest in a boundary adjustment/joint subdivision with us
of their R5 1.5 ha holding. Their Lot has ‘a finger’ of unusable land along Malcolms
Road by default with the subdivision design. It is proposed part of this ‘finger’ of their
land be added to the north eastern corner of our land to create a fourth block in the
proposed subdivision, whilst they retain a minimum of 1.0 ha, and utilise the private
access road already in place.

The new 4 blocks created are proposed to be roughly 1 ha each. Essentially, the
original (2.009 ha) is to be divided into two 1 ha blocks. The boundary
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adjustment to (1.395 ha) to be a third 1 ha block with the fourth created with
the new boundary adjustment above. It is proposed to have a shared common
concrete access road to service the entry to the 2 rear lots off Malcolms Road not a
new Council/public road with the front lot access adjacent/combined.

An alternative subdivision option is to subdivide the 3.404 hectares on the western
side of Malcolms Road into three blocks. The original land holding - (2.009
ha) be divided into two blocks. The first boundary adjustment completed to make Lot

(1.395 ha), to be the third block. It is proposed to have a shared common
concrete access road to service the entry to the 3 lots off Malcolms Road and not a
Council/public roadway.

The remainder of our land on the eastern side of Malcolms Road (3.768 ha) will
retain the existing zoning of RU1 — Primary Production or the proposed new zone of
RU2 — Rural Landscape.

We believe our property on the western side of Malcolms Road should be allocated
the most appropriate zone, R5, based on site characteristics, nil constraints and
requested development potential allowed at no, or limited cost to Council, now or in
the future.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require any further information or
clarification regarding our submission.

Kind regards

Attachment — Information Map Sheet

Please note in the Large Lot Residential Supply and Demand Analysis it is listed
there are only 20 lots with water out of 59 in Pampoolah which is incorrect - Page 36

Page 2 of 3
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SUMMARY
The holding is already subdivided by
Land to the west adjoins existing R5 zoned land and has 5 adjoining lots — 4 R5 lots
Provision of reticulated water, power and garbage service in place
Suitable access and road frontage to existing Council road in place
Disturbed and predominantly cleared land due to historical land use

Opportunity to mitigate bushfire constraints through implementation of suitable
measures

MidCoast Council rate revenue increases with every lot created for no or little cost

MidCoast Council water rates revenue increases in addition to new service charges
imposed

Malcolms Road is only 2km east on Old Bar Road with the majority of traffic
movements going into Taree. Intersection and turning lanes in place.

Provision of privately owned access road /area to service lots maintained by owners,
not Council

Boundary adjustment with adjoining neighbour

PROPERTY INFO

Ppty Details - - 7.172 ha
Ppty Division -

3.404 ha western side - 3.768 eastern side
Land Use - western side

- eastern side
Property Acquisition History

Original parcel of land purchased 1986 one of three concessional allotments —
western side Malcolms Road - 2.009 ha

Lot 19 DP 7732427
Boundary adjustment 1987 — 1.395 ha (3 %2 acres to the north) consolidated with Lot
15 = 3.404 ha
Note — submitted in conjuction with subdivision of adjoining land into 2 lots which
was rezoned and developed as a rural residential subdivision with all lots now being
built on

Boundary adjustment 1993 — 3.482 ha eastern side of Malcolms Road consolidated
with Lot 19 = 6.886 ha

Boundary adjustment 2002 — 0.286 ha added to eastern side of Malcolms Road =
3.768 ha
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From:

Sent: Tue, 25 Jan 2022 12:22:02 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Rural Strategy Submission Ref 02/04

Attachments: MCCRuralStrategySubmission.docx

Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

Dear MidCoast Planning Team
Please find attached - our submission re Rural Strategy
Kind Regards

From:

Date: Mon, 24 Jan 2022, 11:37 PM

Subject: RuralStrategyRevised - send this one
To:

Email secured by Check Point
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Rural Strategy Submission — REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04
Request to have property included in E4 zoning

Re: Topi Topi.

Dear Mid Coast Planning Team,

We request to have our property included in the E4 zoning which is
being applied to nearby properties on and elsewhere in
the district.

We believe that our property has many of the characteristics and
qualities associated with E4 zoning, as described in the Draft Rural
Strategy document.

The environmental attributes, the ways in which the property has been
historically used for many decades, our vision for the property and
our desired future usage of the property auger with the descriptions
and objectives of the E4 zoning.

By way of example, the said property forms a ‘buffer’ that is
‘between significantly vegetated and protected areas, for

example, wetlands and national parks, state forests, lakes and
waterways’. Our property shares a 1.3km boundary with Wallingat
National Park, hence can be described as “adjoining environmentally
sensitive areas.”

We note that E4 zoning: “identifies land with special ecological
scientific, cultural or aesthetic qualities that are generally compatible
with limited or low impact residential development, and visitor
accommodation and extensive agricultural uses that are compatible
with the environmental sensitivity of the site and surrounding
environment’. We believe that Topi Topi reflects this
description of lands deemed appropriate for E4 zoning, given its
ecological and aesthetic qualities.

Document Set ID: 15633819
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With reference to the recommendation in the Draft Rural Strategy
that: “E4 land needs to be managed to ensure it is best used to achieve
a balance across a number of functions such as buffers to land of high
biodiversity value and retention of this land; protection of scenic
areas; opportunities for environmental lifestyle living

where suitable; and economic activities such as eco-tourism”. This
directive encapsulates our vision for the property and desired usage.

Also in concert with our desired usage and vision for the property is
the recommendation in the Draft Rural Strategy to:

“Allow the land zoned E4 Environmental Living to continue to
provide a diverse housing mix and continue the role in protecting and
enhancing environmental functions.”

With reference to the Strategic Goals:

Goal 2: Enhance Rural Lifestyles and Livelihoods
Goal 3: Protect Natural Landscapes

We believe that an E4 zoning would more closely align with the way
that the property has been historically used — as a ‘“lifestyle’ property
— and describes our desired future usage of the property.

Property Description:

Sharing a boundary with Wallingat National Park, the property has a
1.3-km frontage to Teatree Creek - thus forming the headwater of the
Wallingat River, which flows into Wallis Lake.

We own up to the centre of the creek. For the majority of this
extensive boundary, tree branches emanating from our property form
a shared canopy with trees on the Wallingat National Park side of the
boundary, thus functioning as part of a contiguous habitat alongside
Wallingat National Park.

The property forms a ‘buffer zone” between Wallingat National Park
and surrounding properties. Due to the untrammelled nature,
extensive and vigourous regeneration and the variety, quality and

Document Set ID: 15633819
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extent of present vegetation cover- along with ensuing habitat value-
the property also has significant ‘scenic value’.

The property has a high bio-diversity value, arising from the diversity
of habitat that has been allowed to flourish in an untrammelled state
and the active regeneration that has occurred and is ongoing.

The Property is fragmented in that it is divided by both

and (which was compulsorily acquired). The property is
comprised of 3 separate parcels of land, each quite distinct in terms of
vegetation and landforms.

Primary Use of Property:

For at least two generations — more than 40 years — the property has
not been used for any form of agriculture and has functioned wholly
as a ‘lifestyle’ property. The clay based soil is of very poor quality
and is not considered suitable for agricultural pursuits.

To the west, south and east, the property is surrounded by private
properties that are exclusively used as ‘lifestyle properties’. Itis
presently zoned RU2 — Rural Landscape in the Great Lakes LEP
2014.

At present there are two horses living on the property. The grass is of
such poor quality they must be fed twice daily and are given mineral
supplements daily due to the poor quality soil. So as to keep the
paddocks clean and minimise environmental effects, the horses are
kept in a restricted area and manure is picked up on a regular basis,
hence the horses have a minimal impact on the ecology of the

property.

Unlike many other landholders in the district, we have not
economically benefited from the very generous tax advantages
offered to those able to claim involvement in “primary production”.
We have chosen not to go down this path in light of the quite extreme
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environmental damage that would result from such pursuits, as
discussed with Mid Coast Council Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell and
outlined later in this submission.

My partner and | have cared for this land for 20 years and
worked very hard to actively re-generate the property and keep it as
pristine as possible and to create a future that protects the aesthetic
and environmental attributes of the property.

, Who we purchased the property from, likewise did not
engage in any form of agricultural activity, bar keeping 3 horses who
we assumed the care of when we purchased the property. Hence, for 2
generations at least, this property has functioned wholly as a ‘lifestyle
property’ and we have enjoyed it entirely for its lifestyle,
environmental and scenic attributes.

We believe that it is advantageous from an environmental and scenic
point of view for the property to continue to be a ‘lifestyle’ property.

We would like to have our legacy perpetuated and to know that the
care that we have taken with the property is reflected in a zoning that
encourages ecological protection and provides greater scope for
property usage other than agriculture and livestock grazing.

Our vision for the property is to enhance the scenic and ecological
values of the property.

Ecoloqgical features of the property:

# The land features extensive Tidal Waterways — in the form of
Teatree Creek and one of its tributaries, the largest of which we have
named ‘Wallaby Creek’. Wallaby Creek crosses Barbies Rd and, as is
the case with TeaTree Creek, features several sections of rainforest

gully.

The property forms the headwaters of Wallingat River, which flows
into Wallis Lake. Hence the activities conducted on this property have
a major impact on wider regional watercourses and thus water
quality.
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Because there is a long history of no agricultural activity occurring on
the land, the water quality is very clear and the areas around the
creeks are in a pristine state, attracting extensive birdlife and wildlife.

All the numerous watercourses on the property have been left in their
natural state — with grasses, reeds and natural vegetation acting as a
filter— further contributing to water quality.

We have sighted Stingrays and quite large fish in Tea Tree Creek, and
frequently see fish in “Wallaby Creek’. Apex species, such as Sea
Eagles, are frequently — and increasingly- sighted around Tea Tree
Creek. Other Apex species, such as Powerful owls, Wedge Tail
Eagles, Quolls and Pythons are frequently seen on other parts of the

property.

Because there is no powerboat activity or human disruption of any
type impacting upon TeaTree Creek, the fallen logs and branches
further enhance the habit value and nursery potential of this area
which directly borders Wallingat National Park.

# There are also numerous unnamed watercourses present on the land,
all of which have been left in a natural state.

# The property features extensive areas of mangroves.

According to MCC Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell; “Mangroves are a
highly important and productive ecosystem type. They provide a
range of ecosystem services values, are important fish and prawn
nursery areas and contain high levels of animal biodiversity”.

Mathew Bell added that the property could potentially contain several
endangered frog species, depending on the nature of the

habitats. This may include the green-thighed frog or the wallum
froglet.

# There are numerous permanent water holes dotted throughout the
property — providing extensive habitat for a wide variety of species.
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Even during times of drought, these waterholes did not dry up and
continued to provide habitat and water for native flora and fauna.

These permanent water holes, like the rainforest gullies, are typically
shaded by dense rainforest canopy; providing, according to MCC
Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell, a very important network of “cool
zones’ for endangered species such as koalas and other heat —
sensitive species.

# The land is partly mapped as a Coastal Environment Area in the
SEPP (Coastal Management) 2018.

# The land is mapped as part of a key regional wildlife corridor,
which links Bulahdelah State Forest and Wallingat National Park /
Wallingat State Forest.

# The property is situated in quite close proximity to the RAMSAR
listed wetlands of Myall Lakes National Park, hence it has importance
for both migratory and local bird species.

# A wide variety of habitat vegetation is featured on the property;
including extensive tracts of Old Growth Forest, rainforest, heathland,
schelophyll, floodplain forest and important species such as cabbage
tree palms, which have been depleted in the area due to earlier use in
constructing oyster farms.

Both Mid Coast Council Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell and experts at
Local Land Services have identified many important plant species and
communities on the property, including- but not limited to- those
listed above.

In addition, there are numerous and extensive communities of
casuarina dotted throughout the property — which are an important
source of food and habitat for threatened glossy Black Cockatoos,
especially in light of habitat loss resulting from bushfires. When he
recently visited the property, David Bearup -Head Ranger of
Wallingat National Park - commented on the extent of casaurinas on
the property and their importance.
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According to Mid Coast Council Senior Ecologist Mat Bell: “the
native vegetation of the land would provide important ecosystem
services values, including for water quality protection (for the
Wallingat River and Wallis Lake), as well as biodiversity, carbon
sequestration together with a range of additional scenic and cultural
values.”

Following his visit to the property, Mathew Bell explained that:
“The following Threatened Ecological Communities do occur (I saw
occurrences of these): Lowland Rainforest, Lowland Rainforest on
Floodplain and Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on Coastal

Floodplain. There may be occurrences of the Subtropical Coastal
Floodplain Forest.”

Mr Bell visited the property for about 1.5 hours and due to the size of
the property and the variety and complexity of the vegetation, there
was a great deal that he did not see. We expect that if time had
allowed Mr Bell to observe more of the property, his observations
would have been even more far reaching in terms of habitat value and
diversity of vegetation.

According to Mathew Bell: “The land is mostly naturally vegetated
with a variety of dry to wet sclerophyll forest types, covering
approximately 55.6-hectares. There are lowland rainforest elements
in the riparian / gallery of Teatree Creek. A powerline easement
traverses the property and there are minor areas of grassland / active
natural regeneration present (totalling about 8.0-hectares). ”

Dotted throughout the property are tree hollows and fallen logs,
which provide habitat for species such as the numerous Glider species
seen on the property. When he visited the property, Mathew Bell
commented upon the quantity and quality of such habitat on the

property.
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# Several Threatened Species have been cited on the property.
Melaluca Biconvexa and Trailing Woodruff were both sighted by
Mathew Bell. Both of these threatened species are found in numerous
locations throughout the property and are expanding their range. The
extent of these threatened species exceeds the current approximations
shown in various mapping tools.

The owners of the property have sighted further Threatened Species
on the property - Stephens Banded Snake, Spotted Tailed Quoll,
Gliders and Sea Eagles.

The Rainforest sections of property — which, according to Mathew
Bell would provide very important shade for koalas and other heat —
sensitive species — are expanding in scope.

Analysis conducted by NSW Local Land Services predicted these
Threatened Ecological Communities to pertain to the property:

» Hunter Lowland Redgum forest

» Lowland Rainforest

> River — Flat Eucalypt forest

» Subtropical Coastal Floodplain forest

» Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest

» Swamp Sclerophyll Forest

Please find details about these forest types — and associated habitat
value — in attached documents.

# Because several of the properties around us feature a great deal
more clearing, our property represents a ‘green oasis’, thus attracting
a concentration of species.

When | spoke with Mathew Bell about this, he commented:
“Remnants of habitat are all the more important in heavily-cleared
localities or sub-regions. They do provide a sanctuary or oasis effect,
providing for wildlife that has been lost from surrounding landscapes
because of clearing. This is widely recognised in ecological

practice. They function as ecological refuges.”
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# Because the property has been allowed to regenerate for the past 40
years and has not been disturbed by agricultural pursuits, important
habitat such as undergrowth -habitat for smaller bird species- and
Important nesting sites such as fallen logs have been maintained.

# Only a very small portion of the property is cleared. These
grasslands that attract kangaroos, wallabies and prey / Apex - species
such as wedge tail eagles and sea eagles.

Other than the relatively small areas that have been fenced off for
horses, the bush has been actively regenerating and is totally
untrammeled. Even the paddocks used by the horses feature a wide
range of vegetation, including old - growth Flooded Gums, Red Gums
and melaleucas that draw a wide range of birds.

Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell cited that; an analysis of the records
available on the BioNet database has identified the following
threatened plant and animal species within a 5-kilometre radius of the
land:

. Biconvex Paperbark (Melaleuca biconvexa) — immediately
adjacent  to the land and expected to occur

. Spotted-tailed quoll

. Yellow-Dbellied glider

. Greater glider

. Koala

. Red-legged pademelon

. Grey-headed flying-fox

. Golden-tipped bat

. New Holland mouse

. Stephens banded snake

. Glossy black-cockatoo

. White-bellied Sea-eagle

. Square-tailed kite

. Masked owl

. Sooty owl

. Powerful owl

. Little lorikeet

. Speckled warbler and Varied Sitella
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Scope for Protection:

# We would like to have the property rezoned as E4 so as to diversify
away from agriculture and be in position to investigate other uses of
the land that reflect its particular environmental and scenic attributes.

Our understanding is that agricultural pursuits — most likely limited to
cattle farming due to poor quality, clay- based soil — would negatively
impact the property in many ways, including:

> Run-off from cattle manure

> ‘Pasture — improvement’ via use of various fertilizers, which would
encourage weeds and have a very negative impact on water quality.

Both “pasture improvement’ and runoff containing cattle manure
contribute to ‘eutrophication’ of waterways, which leads to problems
such as algae.

> interfere with natural seeding processes

> extensive clearing of vegetation required to create paddocks

> clearing of habitat in the form of hollows and aggregated debri

> The effects of cattle trampling - affecting seedling and vegetation

Given that the Local Land Services nominates a ‘carrying capacity’ of
200 head of cattle on the property, we believe that great damage
would result from agricultural activity.

As the current RU2 zoning describes land that is compatible with
‘commercial primary production, intensive livestock and intensive
plant agriculture’ we feel that a zoning that provides scope for uses
other than livestock grazing — and associated environmental
consequences - would be reflect and enhance the environmental and
scenic values of this particular property.

We note that in respect to RU2 Zoning: ‘the focus of this zone will be
facilitating land uses and activities associated with the ongoing
agricultural use of these lands’. We suggest that, in light of the fact
that there has been no agricultural use of this land for many
generations and considering environmental impacts of any potential
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agricultural use of this property, a zoning that gives wider scope for
alternative uses of the property more in keeping with its scenic and
ecological attributes would have wider benefit.

When | spoke with MCC Senior Ecologist Mathew Bell about the
potential damages that would result from keeping cattle on the
property, he commented:

“You are correct in your opinions of the impacts of grazing stock on
the environment. It is very positive and beneficial that the former
owner and now you and your partner have not simplified and
modified the landscapes and environment through broadscale
agriculture. The land is of relatively low productivity in relation to
soil fertility and soil type.”

“From my understanding, while there is regular rainfall, the soil
fertility of your landscape is relatively poor and so the landscape is
not considered to be high value agricultural land,” he said.

In light of the extensive regeneration that we have facilitated on the
property — and resultant thriving state of the flora and fauna — the long
history of the property being used exclusively as a lifestyle property,
the profound damage that would result from agricultural activity, the
environmental significance of the headwaters of the Wallingat River,
along with our desired future use of the property, we feel that an E4
zoning would more closely reflect the attributes and values of this

property.
Further Information:

Please find attached, photographs showing some of the features of the
property mentioned in this submission along with further details about
some of the species of vegetation found on the property.

For the sake of brevity, we have not included all available
documentation. Please let me know if you would like any further
information or additional details.

Kind Regards,
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From:

Sent: Tue, 25 Jan 2022 17:37:33 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Rural Strategy submission

Attachments: MCC Rural Strategy 2022. submission.doc

Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

see attached

Email secured by Check Point

Document Set ID: 15634979
Version: 1, Version Date: 27/01/2022



Submission 253

MCC Rural Strategy Submission Jan 2022

Conclusion
Overall the strategy is a good broad document.

Time to move and get the LEP and DCP finalised and ready for public comment.
Comment

Stick to guns and no manufactured homes on rural land.

| await the details in the final LEP and DCP as to how a 1 rural zone will operate.

Continue to contribute to state government public submissions on mining and extractive
industry proposals.

What can be done about sleeper developments? Cover in new LEP and DCP. Some in
Taree date back to 2004 and can be activated with minor activity.

Good to see strong comments on bio diversity.

Page 22 | await how Climate Change Emergency declaration is shown as a high priority in
the LEP & DCP.

Page 46. Q =“How will we know we are on track?
A = The community is satisfied with land use planning decisions”.
Look forward to MCC listening and taking notice of public comments and submissions.

Page 102

“In the long-term, recognising the importance of visual connectivity to natural features and
landscapes is critical. These connections allow people to orient themselves, adds to their
positive experience and impression of an area, and offers a sense of familiarity and
attachment with a place. Identifying where our scenic landscapes and vistas are, will allow
development to be managed in a manner that preserves interesting and attractive view
corridors’.

Orientation of the house is the key to a sustainable building.

Page 212

“Protection of Wildlife Corridors Rural Strategy Objective 3.1 Prioritise planning for
ecological health and biodiversity Background Wildlife corridors may be established
through strategic land use planning and investigation processes, planning proposals to
rezone land, or through master planning for subdivision and development applications.
During any of these processes, the identification and protection of wildlife corridors can not
only ensure connectivity between national parks, state forests, conservation lands and
remnant vegetation across the rural landscape; it also contributes to the health and
sustainability of our local wildlife; and community connection to places and environmental
spaces across the MidCoast. Current LEP’s Great Lakes LEP 2014 Clause 7.9 Protection
of wildlife corridors (1) The objective of this clause is to ensure that proper regard is given
to wildlife corridors in carrying out development on land to which this clause applies. (2)
This clause applies to land identified as “Protection Corridor” on the Protection of Wildlife
Corridors Map. (3) Development consent must not be granted to development on land to
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which this clause applies unless the consent authority is satisfied that— (a) any wildlife
corridors will be maintained (or regenerated where necessary) to ensure their continued
protection, and (b) the development will not negatively impact on any wildlife corridor
(whether directly or indirectly)”

All LG's can embrace the private rural landowners. Many farmers today follow ecological
land management. They look at creating shelter belts and linking across their land and
adjoining properties.

LEP & DCP is important and will need further public display.

2711/22
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Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

From:

Sent: Wed, 26 Jan 2022 11:59:26 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>;"
Subject: Planning Submission letter

Attachments: midcoast council letter 24 jan No 2.docx

Attached is a letter for submission in relation to the current draft rural strategy document for the Mid
Coast.
We look forward to hearing from council.

Regards

Sent from Mail for Windows

Email secured by Check Point
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24 January 2022

MidCoast Council

Rural Strategy SPR 02/04
PO Box 482

Taree NSW 2430

Email council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

We write to you as owners of ,a property on Old Bar.

There is currently a request from council to lodge submissions in relation to the Draft MidCoast Rural
Strategy for future land use in the area.

This land has been in the ownership of this family for quite a long time and as certain members of
the family pass away, the land has been passed through generations, to family members, to a point
where now there are many owners on the title. This has resulted in confusion as to what to do with
this land as at present there can only be one building on the land and there are more than 20
owners.

We would request that the council consider this land to be rezoned as R5 (Large Lot Residential),
eventually leading to a subdivision, so that the family can take advantage of such a beautiful
destination. Seeing as land on either side of the property is currently zoned as such, a rezoning of
our property would not disrupt the existing character of the locality.

We understand that the LGA’s population is forecasted to grow to over 100,000 by 2041, with a
requirement for approximately 8,000 more dwellings. As Old Bar-Wallabi Point has been identified
as a Coastal Centre in the MidCoast Local Strategic Planning Statement, it is likely that the area will
need to accommodate for a considerable proportion of this growth.

We understand that the natural environment is a key value of the MidCoast LGA. The owners of this
property are committed to protecting the natural assets and ecosystems currently present on the
site, where possible, in order to achieve this rezoning and subdivision, for example, the creation of a
‘Koala Corridor’. This action would allow each property owner to build a sustainable property,
hopefully bringing about flow on economic and social benefits to the community of Old Bar. These
benefits may include increased housing choice and diversity, and increased viability of local
businesses due to the presence of new residents and workers.

We have also noticed newspaper articles recently that there is a real housing shortage on the north
coast of NSW. As council are no doubt aware this housing crisis will only get worse as more and
more people move out of Sydney due to covid 19 and the opportunities of remote working have
become real with other lifestyle choices and new developments are approved like the new movie
precinct in Coffs Harbour.
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There are other real risks associated with leaving the property in its currently state including but not
limited to the bushfire risk to the community.

We are keen to get this moving and would like council to consider the above request and if council
would like any further information or documentation we are more than happy to engage a planning

expert to review the site and supply further supporting planning information for the proposed
rezoning.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Kind Regards
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From:

Sent: Thu, 27 Jan 2022 12:44:50 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Rural Strategy SPR02/04

Attachments: Submission-V4-May-2021.pdf

Attention:- Micheal Griffiths

Hi Micheal,

Following our conversation on Tuesday 25/01/2022 please find attached our submission for the
Rural Strategy SPR02/04

We thank you for your consideration of this matter and look forward to hearing from you in the
future.

Regards,

Email secured by Check Point
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Reference number Submission relating to

Address (if applicable)
Wallabi Point NSW 2430 |

Your submissio

As the owners of Saltwater Rd, Wallabi Point we note that our property is currently zoned RU1
Primary Production and if the Draft Rural Strategy is adopted by Council that the property will be rezoned as
RU2 Rural landscape. However, respectively we would like Council to consider that this property be rezoned for
Tourism for the following reasons.

1. Culturally, Saltwater National Park is considered a spiritual landscape of great importance to our local Biripi
people. It contains Aboriginal sites and a section of the park is declared an Aboriginal place.

The lagoon provides safe swimming and canoeing and is a great recreational fishing spot. Wildlife includes
wallabies, monitor lizards, echidnas and a vast array of bird life. While the beaches provide safe swimming for
families, Saltwater Point is a well known surfing spot for the surfing community both locally and internationally.
Currently there is no accomodation for tourists to stay in the area to enjoy the beauty and laid back vibe of the
area. With no camping, caravan sites, nor motel or hotel the area is extremely limited for tourist accomodation
therefore a small eco village with self contained cabins, so close to the beach, would be ideal for tourists to stay
while holidaying.

Because there is no overnight accommodation tourists at present tend to just spend the day and leave.
Developing the property keeps the tourist dollars in the area and what better place to stay while they enjoyed
the Five Islands Walking Track.

2. The site has great potential for future development however, it is our opinion that this development must be
respectful of the environment and therefore must be kept to a small scale such as the addition of a small cafe
and art gallery with an emphasis on the Saltwater/Freshwater indigenous aspect of our unique area.
Historically, Saltwater is a significant cultural space for our Biripi people, an art galley which showcases our
local and indigenous artists would attract a wide range of tourists and local guests.

With its closeness to the beach the property lends itself to be developed into a small tourism site similar to the
extremely successful ‘The Farm’ in Byron Bay. This would give recognition and prestige to the area.

3. Lot 4 is situated at the gateway to Wallabi Point, it is heavily treed with native vegetation and attracts a
variety of native wildlife. Guests could be encouraged to explore the environment by walking on raised
platforms thereby minimising disruption to local wildlife. Improvements to infrastructure can be kept to a
minimum with services all ready in place on the property. If a small tourist destination is established disruption
to local traffic can be kept at a minimum by using the existing roundabout on Saltwater Road as an entrance.
4. The existing home could be developed into a much needed conference centre or wedding venue thereby
increasing employment for many locals and adding growth to the economy.

By granting a tourism zone for this property and it being subsequently developed both Objective 2.1 and 2.2 of
the Draft Strategy Plan would be addressed by facilitating the growth of tourism and adding to the economic
growth of the area. Opportunities would then be given for future visitors to the area.

Additional information may be attached

How to lodge this form

Save this form to your computer and then attach, with any other additional information, to an email to
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au. The Email subject will be 'Submission relating to [Reference]'
Forward by Post; or

Lodge at our Customer Service Counters - Monday to Friday (Excluding Public Holidays).

Privacy: This information is required to assist with your application and will not be used for any other purpose without seeking your consent, or as required
by law. Your application will be retained in our Records Management System and disposed of in accordance with current legislation. Your personal
information can be accessed and corrected at any time by contacting us.

MidCoast Council | Yalawanyi Ganya | 2 Biripi Way Taree | PO Box 482 Taree
Phone 02 7955 7777 | email council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Office use only Reference number | Submission number| |
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Submission 299

From:
Sent: Thu, 27 Jan 2022 12:19:08 +1100
To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Submission for Draft Rural Strategy - Darawank
Attachments: Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy

Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
From

Submission contained in Attachments:-

Regards

Email secured by Check Point
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Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
27% Jan 2022

To whom it may concern

Introduction

I'd like to take this opportunity to make a submission to council regarding my allotment at
Darawank. There is currently zoned RU2 Rural. In light of the draft changes to
the region on display at present, it would be appreciated if council could review and consider
this for a zone change to an R5 Large Lot Residential.

Location
It is situated approximately north from Tuncurry/Forster next door to

and is east from the on The Lakes Way
Darawank. The location is a cleared block adjacent to R5 neighbours on and backs

onto Darawahk Forest, and is on well drained sandy soils with safe elevations.
Details

I believe this 3.62ha block has a number of good advantages for rural residential housing in
a beautiful rural cluster area and would serve to contain development to pre-existing housing
areas with the available utilities in place.

The land has been pre-cleared and slashed for the last 40 years and has minor agricultural
value and the aesthetic natural landscape of the area and street would not be devalued. |
am on town water, power and septic.

A previous submission for zone changes and inclusion into the regional planning was made
for this block back in 2012. We were placed under consideration by council at the time but
the venture was not prioritised or pursued post draft.

Summary
It is my opinion that it would be conducive for a small development that could accommodate
5/6 new allotments similar in size to adjacent properties on Wards Rd, and have a low impact

on the existing cleared land and the environment and be a balanced addition for the Wards
Rd cluster. This is why a limited Large Lot Residential should be considered for this land.

Yours Faithfully
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Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

From:

Sent: Thu, 27 Jan 2022 19:14:59 +1100

To: "Bruce Moore" <Bruce.Moore@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Cc: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: ZONING SUBMISSIONS SPR 02/04 REQUEST FOR CHANGE OF ZONING FROM
RU2 TO E4

Attachments: MidCoast Council Draft Rural Strategy Plan.docx

Importance: High

Please see attached request, deadline for submissions 28/02/22 4.30pm

Email secured by Check Point
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27/01/22

MidCoast Council

Rural Land Strategy SPR 02/04

REQUEST FOR CHANGE OF ZONING FROM RU2 TO E4

The RU2 strategy appears to favour development over lifestyle. Using RU2 as a generic land use
enables small businesses to be established that are more suited to light industrial areas.

Fact Sheets from Midcoast council state that enabling the establishment of value add and
complimentary land use and activity which can increase inherent value, productivity and profitability
of these lands (page 160) opens this area up to ‘extractive’ (mining) and light industrial industries
which is in direct conflict with maintaining rural landscape character of the land (page161)

Not enough consideration has been given to flora/fauna in this area. We have sightings of koalas on
our property. There has been nothing in the documents from Midcoast council about preservation of
wildlife corridors in the immediate area if for example extractive industries are approved

River ways that lead to the Karuah River (eg Deep Creek) exist in this area and are at risk not to
mention that we personally drive through a National Park to reach our property yet we are zoned
RU2 when reading your Rural Strategy draft we should in fact be zoned as E4

Unfortunately RU2 leaves too many concerns for contention in regards to lifestyle/wild life and
fauna protection/water way pollution and safety and health for residents if light industrial or
extractive industries were approved under the current zoning.

We request that the CURRENT ZONING BE CHANGED to E4 for us and our surrounding community.

On behalf of

Document Set ID: 15636773
Version: 1, Version Date: 28/01/2022
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From:

Sent: Thu, 27 Jan 2022 21:25:42 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

To Whom it may concern,

As a landholder of an acreage that is currently classified as ‘primary production’, | am writing to indicate
our desire to be able to subdivide this land into 6 lots. It is currently 23.7 ha which falls outside all
references to rural land in the Midcoast Council guidelines. We would like to have it considered for
subdivision into 5 lots with a size of less than 4 acres and one lot to form the remainder.

We have lived on this land for the past 21 years and we have not used it for any form of primary
production. The ground constitutes mostly quarry rock and is unsuitable for many uses. We are looking
to subdivide this land for our 5 children who are looking for small rural residential blocks in this area-
their hometown.

Two factors have made it extremely difficult for them to obtain small acreages to enjoy the lifestyle they
have grown up with. The factors include:

e Recently significant price hikes, due to an influx of city residents, have pushed the prices
phenomenally high making it difficult for our children to live the lifestyle in which they are
accustomed.

e Adistinct lack of small acreage properties available east of the Pacific Motorway in the Old Bar
area to purchase.

Our current land holding, and neighbouring acreages have been in our family for 3 generations. We
are a local family with significant links to this community. My husband has been in his Taree/Old Bar
based electrical business for 30 years with one of our sons looking to continue this business in the
future, our eldest son has recently begun his own Old Bar based building business, myself and one of
our daughters teach in the local primary and high schools, with another daughter working for the
local Department of Community and Justice. Our eldest daughter currently teaches in Brisbane and
is hoping to return in the future.

Our land is adjacent to the State Forest, and we are aware of bushfire hazards and the need to
preserve timbered areas. On this property we have adhered to council regulations in regard to
clearing and we believe this was a significant factor in saving our property during the recent
bushfires. Each of our family members would be respectful of the guidelines set down by council if
these lots could be established.

As you could imagine, working in the trades requires a certain amount of storage that is not possible
in normal residential lots. A rural residential lot would be more practical for our purposes. It would

also allow us to continue to pass on our land to the 4th generation.
Looking forward to your consideration of this matter,

On behalf of the

Document Set ID: 15636876
Version: 1, Version Date: 28/01/2022
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Harry Lloyd
From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Friday, 28 January 2022 1:11 AM
To: MidCoast Council
Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
Categories: Linda
] ]

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Postcode
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Property address of interest

Property suburb of interest

Glenthorne

Submission subject

Implications for retention of RU1 criteria, especially minimum lot sizes, in proximity to the
Taree CBD. Minimum lot sizes in the Glenthorne area prohibit any growth as the zone
attributes are more conducive to outlying rural areas where large lots are appropriate,
rather than these fringe areas that have good amenity to the town centre and adjacent

nodes.

Upload Submission details and/or supporting documents

e 2022.01.27 Letter to Midcoast Council.pdf

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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27 January, 2022

Midcoast Council

2 Biripi Way,

TAREE, NSW, 2430
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Draft Rural Strategy for Midcoast Council -
Re: Property at address , Glenthorne

To whom it may concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a response to the Draft Rural Strategy and Overview for Midcoast
Council. T write to you to raise concerns I have in relation to how the Draft Strategy and indeed current
zoning and LEP constraints directly affects , Glenthorne, and how other properties with
similar attributes may be affected. This specific property is owned by my parents,

whom I represent.

I am familiar with both the current LEP and zoning assignments and the related DCP controls that apply to
the subject property. I have also spoken with planning staff in respect to this proposal, the Draft Strategy,
and what appropriate measures could be taken to engage in a discussion with Council. I was advised by
staff to submit this brief outline.

The subject property is approximately 11 acres in lot size, and falls within RUI — Primary Production zone
according to Midcoast Council zoning maps. Old Bar Road is the main arterial road and runs parallel to

, separated by a row of residences fronting Old Bar Rd, also zoned RU1. The Purfleet town
centre, and Pacific Highway interchange are situated to the immediate west. Larger rural allotments extend
to the east along Old Bar Road, along both sides. In the area of Malcolms Road on the northern side of Old
Bar Rd, within the Pampoolah locality, are a large number of properties zoned R5 — Large Lot Residential
and in the order of approximately 2 — 3 acres in size. Khappinghat National Park is to the immediate south
and acts as a natural boundary to all of the properties lining Old Bar Rd in the area.

I understand from my own discussions with Council Staff with whom I have consulted that at present the
RU1 zone criteria and minimum lot size is not being reconsidered below the 40ha limit as part of the Draft
Strategy, nor is any consideration being given to reassign zones of properties within MidCoast Council.
However, the current and draft criteria impose disproportionate constraints on such properties, and would
appear to be contrary to the Council’s aspirations for growth in that they prohibit any opportunities to
subdivide.

The RUI minimum lot size is set at 40ha (99 acres). This is well in excess of the subject lot size and all lots
in the immediate area. It does not permit any subdivision of the lot into smaller lots. The subject site is
prohibitively small for any type of primary production, and its proximity to the Taree CBD also does not lend
itself to a large rural function pertinent to the RUI zone. Further, the proximity of the forest to the south
prevents any meaningful access to the rear of the lot that might otherwise facilitate rural functions, and site
proportions result in an undesirable width:length ratio further inhibiting use as a primary production lot.

Instead the larger existing lots in this vicinity are more conducive to rezoning similar to R5, to permit finer
grain allotments that will facilitate some modest growth in this area. Being a rural fringe to a country town
these areas provide opportunity to activate more growth by virtue of being not quite in town, but also not
too far away from town. They would also still retain natural attributes where connection to nature and
environment is important, and where dwelling-to-dwelling amenity is important. Subtle densification in
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proximity to Taree CBD will benefit from the short travel distances to the CBD and Pacific Highway
interchange, and to the beaches to the east. Larger residential lots in the order of 1,500 — 3,000sgm (0.15
—0.3ha / 0.4 — 0.7acre) would serve to activate more considered development along this Old Bar Rd spine
without introducing a population overload to the area and corresponding sharp increase in services. Such
subdivisions would also emulate the successful subdivisions in the Pampoolah and Warwiba Rd areas.

In short we request that Council reconsiders either the RU1 zone assigned to this lot as part of a broader
strategy to target growth to the town fringes, and applies a more suitable pre-existing zone category that
permits the subdivision into smaller lots. Or, Council reconsiders the minimum lot sizes in this area. I am
not aware of the detail of the mechanisms in place but I am aware that Council can create special zones
where specific attributes of the LEP are modified to suit specifics of the area in question.

Lot Plan Study
For the purpose of initial consultation with Council I have prepared some diagrammatic studies that
illustrate the potential introduction of new subdivisions of the subject lot. The subject lot is Lot

. The following are diagrammatic overlays of current planning maps, overhead photos and
cadastral plans. The red tone area is the Vegetation Buffer Zone, orange area is Vegetation Category 1,
sourced from Council’s Online Mapping Portal. The dwelling house on the subject site has been shown in
dark tone, while potential notional dwelling footprints are shown in grey.

Appendix A —

Placement of a series of 1,500 sgm lots fronting is ideal in that it would create a series of
dwellings and large-lot yards fronting the drive. Views of the adjacent forested hill and Kappinghat beyond
are maintained by virtue of the segregation between dwellings. This arrangement also preserves the largest
portion of the existing lot with the existing dwelling house retained.

Appendix B —

Placement of two 3,100 sqm lots fronting provides a larger lot size that more closely aligns
with the Pampoolah lot size. Whilst the growth is less and the dwelling count reduced, it still retains
dwellings along the street and frontal boundary proportions that reflect the semi rural setting.

Other versions were tested that considered lot sizes closer to the Pampoolah R5 1.5ha minimum. However
a combination of factors prevent a successful alternative due to retention of the existing dwelling, available
site width constraints, and limitations in servicing of lots via driveways / cul de sacs deeper into the site.
Also, referring to the NSW RFS Planning For Bushfire Guideline, planning for dead-end streets / driveways
has limitations driven by maximum distances for fire fighting appliances which would further constrict the
planning.

I would greatly appreciate an opportunity to discuss this proposal and the plans in the appendix in more
detail with the appropriate Council representatives in the near future, and if required introduce staff to the
subject site. In my discussions with planning staff I had sought to gain clarity on whether this type of
subdivision proposal could form either a Pre-DA to discuss the potential implications with Council, or to
resolve a potential way forward via a subdivision DA. Please also respond in this regard.

Yours Faithfully,



Submission 329

Appendix A — Frontal Lots
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Appendix B — 2x Frontal Lots
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Harry Lloyd

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Sent: Friday, 28 January 2022 12:10 PM

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged
VA \ 4
VA HAVE YOUR SAYQ, MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you ‘ COU[’]C”

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name
Avriel

Last Name

Johnson

Your email address

mongriella@bigpond.com

Your best contact phone number
0411852452

Suburb
ELIZABETH BEACH
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Postcode
2428

Property address of interest
REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Property suburb of interest
REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Submission subject
REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

From Ariel Johnson MEG Midcoast Environment Group

42 Jacaranda Ave

Elizabeth beach 2428

0411 852 452

mongriella@bigpond.com

Submission to the Rural Strategy 280122

First, thank you for the huge effort and amount of work which has gone into creating and
explaining the Rural Strategy. The many conflicting interests that Council has to try and
manage makes this a most complicated and difficult project.

Sadly, many of us who are interested in this subject may not have had the time during the
last few months to ‘get the act together’ and write submissions. An election period
stretching out for those months when the Strategy was being discussed etc didn’t help!
My observations won't be comprehensive or maybe even understandable but here are a
few comments anyway. The italics are extracts from the Strategy etc.

How can general natural environmental considerations be applied to particular ‘zones’?
Like the air we breathe they apply across a range of water and territory. Everywhere in our
MidCoast Council should be a zone where native floras, fauna and aquatic life is
encouraged and fostered.

We need to always include terms like appreciation, protection, conservation and
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enhancement of our unique natural environment. Too often 'use’ seems to lead to
exploitation.

https://greens.org.au/nsw/policies/marine-environment
https://hdp-au-prod-app-midcst-haveyoursay-files.s3.ap-southeast-
2.amazonaws.com/4516/2986/1352/Paper_Subdivisions_Analysis_Report.pdf

extract: When planning legislation came into force in the 1960s, irrespective of the
conceptual subdivision plans, an urban zone was generally only applied to those areas
where existing development was identified. As a result, our towns and villages were
recognised in planning legislation, but the remaining areas became ‘non-urban’ paper
subdivisions, that did not have the same development rights. When the land in these
paper subdivisions was sold by the original companies, evidence from the time shows that
most lots were on-sold to mum-and-dad investors on the promise that the land would be
rezoned for urban purposes to allow a dwelling on their land. As a result, some families
have owned land in paper subdivisions for several decades in the belief that the land
would be rezoned...

Despite advice from Council that planning legislation does not allow urban development in
these areas and that rezoning is highly unlikely due to legislative, policy and locational
constraints, land owners continue to question when the land will be rezoned to allow
development. The enquiries about rezoning land in paper subdivisions have been
exacerbated in recent years as a result not only of increasing property prices in
metropolitan areas and a growing interest in making a sea- or tree-change to the
MidCoast, but increased property pressures in regional areas as a result of the desire to
relocate in response to the social and economic impacts of COVID 19. At the
commencement of the Rural Strategy program, MidCoast Council recognised that the
ongoing uncertainty about the future of land in paper subdivisions must be addressed and
that clear and consistent recommendations must be provided as part of the new MidCoast
planning framework. This resolve has only increased with the more recent pressures,
ongoing concern and interest from the owners of land within paper subdivisions about the
future use of their land.....

In locations where this has occurred since the Guidelines were introduced in 2014, it is
noted that the paper subdivisions are generally near other existing urban lands, able to be
integrated into existing services and infrastructure, and are located in areas where the

demand for urban growth has been demonstrated. These areas generally are identified for



Submission 354

urban expansion as part of an urban growth strategy....

The most important objective for strategic planning is to identify whether new development
Is appropriate subject to the identified bush fire risk on a landscape scale. An assessment
of proposed land uses and potential for development to impact on existing infrastructure is
also a key element of the strategic planning process in bush fire prone areas. Land use
planning policies can be introduced to limit the number of people exposed to unacceptable
risk. 4.1 Strategic princi

WHAT is irreplaceable?? Surely some of our natural areas, flora, fauna and other
creatures unique to this area are truly irreplaceable. If human life is endangered that's
important of course. Perhaps we need to much more careful about where we build homes
that could be swallowed up by flood or fire...

* Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 and requirements for offsets;

Offsets are a total farce — ask any koala..- https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2021/oct/26/nsw-environmental-offsets-to-be-reformed-after-appalling-practices-

revealed-minister-says

LEVIES

We strive to be recognised as a place of unique environmental and cultural significance.
Our strong community connection, coupled with our innovative development and growing
economy, builds the quality of life we value. Critically, we also recognised that balancing
development and conservation was important to maintain our lifestyle and that we provide
information to our community so that they can better understand our land use planning
decisions changed and by transferring the road over to another responsible authority, such
as a Council, the road can be maintained to a suitable standard thereby providing access
to local communities and the public.

Good sentiments but what is really driving the rezoning push?? Is the NSW and federal
goverments’ desire to make as much land as possible available for development and
concreting. To provide houses etc when we have limited migration since Covid?? Who
needs all these developments?? People who want somewhere affordable to live eg
nurses, fieries, council and health workers and many others not in the Investors
bracket..but are THEY getting affordables?? Or are the investor class getting bargains to
further exploit the ‘public’??

A full explanation of the Environmental zones is provided overleaf. E2 Environmental
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Conservation: This zone is used to protect, manage and restore areas of high ecological,
scientific, cultural or aesthetic values. It will be applied to littoral rainforests, coastal
wetlands, vegetation listed as an endangered ecological community, biodiversity
conservation areas and areas legally required to be restored and protected.

The wet heath or whatever eg around Tuncurry industrial part has unique and beautiful
small native plants — are these being protected at all?? The sliver of wet heath (an Eco
zone) which runs behind the Karnang drive and Boomerang at Boomerang beach is
pathetically small ..if it still exists because it has probably been starved of water since all
these inordinately huge houses have drained the swamp..as it were and not in a good
way. Medium density might be a much better for the natural environment to give plants a
chance!!! What do people come here for? Your research indicated that many come for the
natural beauty and wild areas so keeping them viable must be a priority.

In the ZONINg pie on MCC websitethere is no place for natural environment that | can
see. To effectively retain any hope of keeping the natural environment alive and vibrant, it
must be seen as a whole world and treated holistically. Cause and effect must be
recognised. — the air and water and soil can’t be arbitrarily zoned. Zoning like setting aside
an area for a park -ette and off — setting doesn’'t work ..it's about incorporating the Natural
environment into everything you think about and plan as a GIVEN,..not as an extra little
optional frill...

we are currently in the process of developing a single, contemporary set of planning
controls - including a Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and a Development Control Plan
(DCP) - that will cater for our community now and into the future... all the while ensuring
we maintain the unique character of our existing towns, villages and rural areas.

As some of us said back in 2018 and before ..why go with the lowest common
denominator of the 3 amalgamated Councils?? The Great Lakes Tree and Veg strategy
was a bit better than the other 2 in terms of conserving and caring for Trees and
Vegetation, as | understand it..why not use that as the standard when ‘harmonising’
Council’s approach? You haven’t though..

A holistic approach is essential — that's why division into zones is often an impractical and
unfeasible distinction,,Water quality is affected by most developments and by effluvia from
animals and fertislisers. What has been the effect on Wallis lake of the Follyfoot farm hard
surface, tree-removing, vegetation free residential development? What is the effect on
Deep Creek of quarries etc? We have heard from fisherfolk and others that the Wallis
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Lake water quality has degenerated significantly. It will continue to do so if the nearby
developments like Bert;’s farm — a wetland area next to the lake and others across the
Lakes Way which are under sea level and must affect the water table.

To repeat: air, water, and many native flora and fauna and aquatic life are not capable of
containment in zones. Heat from unlimited hard surfaces (roofs, concrete, roadways etc )
affect the environment substantially and lead to climate change. Air quality is reduced by
the removal of native vegetation and biodiversity is converted into monocultures (eg lawns,
yucca plants) and reduced to near zero.

Some recommendations would be:

1. Consider the effects overall of any changes of land use, rezoning, and developments —
not separating slices of the big pie into senseless small unrelated bits.

2. Any residential or other buildings/developments should not take up more than 2/3 of any
block of land. The rest should be as green as possible — not a bunch of pebbles or
concreted driveways! Swimming pools should be using naturasl minerals not chlorine.

3. Every development must have increased Basix = water tanks, solar or other renewable
heating/cooling/energy sources.

4. Rural properties should be further encouraged to leave/plant trees — greenie idea that
cattle and other animals should have natural shade and protection from the heat makes
perfect sense if you're a cow or even a farmer! Less stress and less risk of water
evaporating in the heat too.

Example of failure: EXTRACT: Great Lakes Water Quality Improvement Plan 2009 Former
Great Lakes Council “The southern end of Wallis Lake is in a High conservation value or
near-pristine state. It supports a wide variety of seagrass, healthy algae and brackish
water plant (macrophyte) communities to a depth in excess of 3m. All these benthic
(bottom-dwelling) plant communities are dependent on clear, clean water with very low
nutrient loads. These near-pristine conditions have allowed the continued survival of the
ecologically important seagrass and macrophyte communities, with their associated
biodiversity (including the increasingly threatened estuarine sponges found to be present).
The long-term target identified for the southern end of the lake was to maintain its current
near-pristine condition.” “In Coomba Bay area, chlorophyll-a measurement showed
elevated concentrations when compared with the southern bays of the main Wallis Lake
body. A large gully estimated to be up to 300m long, 3—-4m wide and 2m deep — which
resulted from a failed dam — exported a large volume of sediment into the waters of the
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bay. In this event, seagrass communities were killed due to burial and the resuspension of
the deposited sediments that caused long-term turbidity. The impact of a seemingly small
failure in catchment management emphasises the scale of risk that can stem from
localised catchment conditions. The long-term target identified for Coomba Bay is to
improve its current condition to more closely resemble High conservation value conditions.
This means chlorophyll-a levels need to be reduced by 41%."...
https://www.domain.com.au/advice/thousands-of-owners-on-narrow-blocks-set-to-benefit-
under-nsw-government-changes-to-housing-code-20180410-hOykdz/

EDITORIAL

The discrete charm of McMansions in a pandemic

The Herald's View

January 15, 2022 — 5.03am
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Share
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Advertisement

Australia builds houses that are as big as anywhere in the world and during the COVID-19
pandemic that has often been a good thing.

The average size of new houses built in 2020-21 was about 229 square metres, according
to Commsec. That is about the same floor space as the US, home of the McMansion. It is
almost 50 per cent bigger than the average new house in Australia in 1985 and about a
third larger than the typical European house.

The trend to large new houses with multiple bathrooms and bedrooms is decades old but
they have proved especially handy over the past two years because lockdowns and
guarantine rules have forced people to stay indoors more than usual.

Home schooling and working from home is easier with a separate dining room or living
room and the hundreds of thousands of people now forced to isolate at home will be glad
if their house has extra bathrooms.

“Many households are wanting larger homes than they did before the pandemic. The
combination of the time confined at home during lockdowns and the likely future of more
working from home has brought the quality and size of one’s home sharply into view,”
Reserve Bank of Australia assistant governor Luci Ellis told the federal inquiry into housing
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affordability in November.

Yet once the pandemic passes, one of many aspects of Australian life that may come up
for discussion is whether we need to keep building such big houses.

As Shannon Battisson, the incoming president of the Australian Institute of Architects,
says in the Herald today, the amount of floor space in many Sydney homes is “crazy”
considering the average household consists of just 2.8 persons.

An Australian Bureau of Statistics analysis in 2016 found that about 50 per cent of
Australia’s housing stock had two or more spare bedrooms.

One problem with building huge houses is first that they are more expensive. The increase
in size of houses contributes to the crazy house prices of the past two decades.

Ms Battisson says large houses are also likely to be much less sustainable. They are
harder to heat and cool. There is less room for vegetation or shade trees on the block
which makes the surrounding area hotter, uglier and less likely to attract wildlife.
Rainwater that falls on concrete is more likely to flood.

Advertisement

In NSW, architects are trying to raise consciousness of the issue by making sustainability
a criterion in awards for design excellence.

The pandemic seems to have slowed the recent trend to living in apartments which most
studies suggest are more energy efficient, not to mention cheaper.

Construction of new apartments has slumped over the past two years while house building
has held up well. This partly reflects the collapse in demand for apartments from the
foreign student population and is also due to the structure of the federal housing stimulus
payments which favoured stand-alone homes.

Moreover, a lot of people are keen to buy big houses because they are tired of living in
overcrowded apartments which are much less likely to have spare rooms.

Rents for both houses and apartments slumped last year when borders closed but the
Domain rent report released this week found that asking rents in Sydney in the past year
have recovered twice as fast for houses as flats, rising 9.1 per cent compared to 4.3 per
cent.

The choice of house size will depend on people’s specific circumstances, from the size
and composition of households to their work arrangements. Everyone will have their own
preferences.

RELATED ARTICLE
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Architecture

‘That’'s a crazy amount of floor area’: Top architect on boom in big homes

Yet people should certainly factor in the costs both to their own pockets and to the
environment when deciding how big a house they need.

The financial sums could be about to change. For the past few decades, the rise in house
prices has made buying a large house a solid investment because homebuyers expected
strong capital appreciation.

But housing might not be such a sure thing in the next few years because the Reserve
Bank is expected to start raising interest rates from the zero-floor where they have been
stuck for the past two years.

Governments have a role to play by removing inefficiencies in the housing market. The tax
and pension systems are often a disincentive for older Australians, who own large family
homes with empty bedrooms, to downsize. The number of spare rooms increases with the
age of the head of the household. When they are over 60, the average is about 1.5 spare
bedrooms.

Premier Dominic Perrottet can help downsizers by pushing ahead with his plan to replace
stamp duty on property sales with a broad-based land tax.

One of the unexpected side effects of the pandemic has been a return to the golden era of
the freestanding home on the quarter-acre block. But the trend could well dissipate along
with the virus.

The Herald editor sends an exclusive newsletter to subscribers each week. Sign up to

receive the Note from the Editor.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have
Your Say.
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Our Ref: ~ MF/01/000
McCloy Forster Pty Ltd - ACN 626 440 542

28 January 2022

Mid Coast Council

PO Box 482

TAREE NSW 2420

Via email: council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: Submission to the Draft Mid-Coast Rural Strategy

This letter is a submission to Mid-Coast Council, who have invited written submissions to the Draft
Mid-Coast Rural Strategy (the Draft Strategy) until Friday, 28 January 2022.

The McCloy Group has a particular interest in South Forster, which is the result of either ownership
or options to purchase Lot 50, DP 753168; Lot 100, DP 1280253; Lot 1, DP 1229374; and Lots 4,
5,6 &7, DP 24936 (the site), which is land commonly known as ‘Bert’s Farm’ (FIGURE 1). The entire
site is currently zoned RU2 - Rural Landscape (FIGURE 2).

The Draft Strategy identifies the following for the site:

1. Proposed change from the Zone RU2 — Rural Landscape to part Zone E2 — Environmental
Conservation and part Zone E4 — Environmental Living (FIGURE 3), and

2. Proposed change in the Minimum Lot Size from 40ha to 20ha.

The McCloy Group understands that these proposed changes have been informed by the E4
Environmental Living Zone Report (2020), which provided the following recommendations:

e Allow the land zoned E4 Environmental Living to continue to provide a diverse housing

mix and continue the role in protecting and enhancing environmental functions.

e Consider increasing the minimum lot size of 10ha to 20ha or greater to encourage
protection of environmental values and minimise the potential for fragmentation.

e Use the E4 zone as a buffer between ‘urban’ development and highly significant
environmental land to avoid land-use conflict (like E2 and E3 zoned land).

Suite 2, Ground Floor 317 Hunter Street Newcastle NSW 2300 | PO BOX 2214 Dangar NSW 2309

P: 0249457500 | F:024929 6472 | W: mccloygroup.com.au
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e Increase the coverage of the E4 zoned land. It is important that the messaging around this
zone addresses the negative stigma that can come from having ‘environmental’ in a zone
title”. (p.181).

These above recommendations have then been ‘generally’ carried over to the Draft Strategy,
which proposes to apply the Zone E4 — Environmental Living to lands that:

e are located within or between significantly vegetated and protected areas, for example,
wetlands and national parks, state forests, lakes, and waterways;

e have historically been used for low-intensity farming, or occupied and maintained as rural
lifestyle blocks where the rural zone is no longer appropriate and more intensive forms of
agricultural activity would be supported; and/or

e would be inappropriate and unsuitable for additional or intensified development, in terms
of impact, access, infrastructure and susceptibility to natural hazards (p.182).

The McCloy Group OBJECTS to the proposed Zone E4 — Environmental Living for Bert's Farm
because this land has been identified by Government for over 15 years as being ‘appropriate for
intensified residential and tourism development’ (ATTACHMENT 1).

The proposal to rezone Bert's Farm to E4 — Environmental Living would therefore be inconsistent
with the above criteria provided by Council for zoning land E4 — Environmental Living.

The McCloy Group has previously provided a submission in June 2021 to the Draft Urban Release
Areas Report and have had subsequent emails and phone conversations with Mr. Paul De Szell,
Director Livable Communities and Mr. Richard Pamplin, Principal Land Use Planner that outline
how the McCloy Group is currently preparing a planning proposal for Bert's Farm.

This planning proposal process provides an avenue to undertake detailed site investigations,
which then provides an evidenced based approach to the future zoning of Bert's Farm. Until those
rezoning investigations are complete, we would please request that the zoning of Bert's Farm
remains zoned RU2- Rural Landscape in accordance with (FIGURE 2).

Please contact me on 0428 067 328 or via email at jeffrey.bretag@mccloygroup.com.au should

you have any questions and/or an opportunity exists to discuss these matters further in person.

Yours sincerely,

JEFFREY BRETAG
PLANNING DIRECTOR

Our Ref: MF/01/000
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ATTACHMENT 1 - History of Identification of the Site for Residential

1. February 2006 — South Coast Structure Plan

The South Coast Structure Plan was adopted by Council in 2006. The Plan identifies the site
for a mixture of residential, environmental and tourism uses (p.123)

Suite 2, Ground Floor 317 Hunter Street Newcastle NSW 2300 | PO BOX 2214 Dangar NSW 2309

P: 0249457500 | F:024929 6472 | W: mccloygroup.com.au
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2. 2006 - Mid-Coast Regional Strategy

The Mid-Coast Regional Strategy was adopted by the NSW Department of Planning in 2006.
The Strategy identifies the site as a Proposed Future Urban Release Area (p.58).

GROWTH AREAS MAP o — GREAT LAKES NORTH

3. 2018 - Hunter Regional Plan

Our Ref: MF/01/000
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The Hunter Regional Plan does not specifically identify the site because it only maps current
URAs and Gateway Determination Sites (p.52).

However, Action 21.1 states: ‘Focus development to create compact settlements in
locations with established services and infrastructure, including....in existing towns and
villages and sites identified in an endorsed regional or local strategy’ (p.54).

The wording ‘endorsed regional or local strategy’ was intended to capture the remainder of
the Mid-Coast Regional Strategy 2006, which as previously stated has identified the site as a
Proposed Future Urban Release Area.

Figure 12: Taree to Forster-Tuncurry
Settlement Pattern

FORSTER-TUNCURRY

4. December 2020 — Mid-Coast Housing Strategy

The Mid-Coast Housing Strategy was adopted by Council on 16 December 2020. Bert's
Farm is identified as Potential Residential Land (p.31).

Our Ref: MF/01/000
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5. July 2021 — Mid-Coast Urban Release Areas Report

The Mid-Coast Urban Release Areas Report was adopted by Council on 28 July 2021. Bert's
Farm is identified as a URA in the short term 6-10 years (p.47).

Our Ref: MF/01/000
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6. December 2021 to March 2022 - Draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041

The Draft Hunter Regional Plan is currently on public exhibition from 1 December 2021 to 4
March 2022. Bert's Farm is identified as a Proposed Urban Release Area (p.116).

Our Ref: MF/01/000
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Security Notice: The attachments in this email were secured by a Check Point SandBlast.
The original attachments were not modified.

From:

Sent: Fri, 28 Jan 2022 14:28:26 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Hallidays Point
Attachments: Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy.pdf

To whom it may concern,
Please find the attached PDF submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Hallidays Point 2430 NSW

Regards

Email secured by Check Point

Document Set ID: 15637964
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022
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Submission for Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
28th January 2022

To Whom it may concern
Introduction

We would like to take this opportunity to make a submission to council regarding our allotment in
Hallidays Point. Lot in Deposited Plan is currently zoned RU1 Primary Production.
In light of the draft ch nge to the region on at present, it would be appreciated if council
could review and change this for a zone change to an R5 Large Lot Residential.

Location

It is situated approximately 7 km west from Black Head, the block adjacent to R5 neighbours and
adjoining Homestead Estate to the west and south, Heritage Estate to the north. and backs onto
Darawank Nature Reserve to the East. The location has cleared land of 3.8 Ha. The remainder
coastal forest of mainly She-oaks with some well established Gumtrees. This block is on well
drained sandy soils with safe elevations and a flowing creek.

We feel this will result in a good outcome for both estates with the added advantage of greatly
increasing bush fire management in this area.

Details

We believe this 11.7ha block has a number of good advantages for rural residential housing as the
surrounding estates demonstrate. A beautiful rural cluster area with the available utilities in place,
already connected to electricity, town water and sewerage.

The land has little agricultural value due to the nature of the sandy soil. The aesthetic natural
landscape of the area and street would not be devalued, rather increased with selective removal
of the She-oak sections and leaving the gums to be managed in accordance with fire regulations.

Summary

It is our opinion that it would be conducive for a small development that could accommodate 5/6
new allotments similar in size to adjacent properties in the neighbouring estates.

Yours faithfully

Document Set ID: 15637964
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022
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From:

Sent: Fri, 28 Jan 2022 14:34:40 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Attachments: Submission - Mid Coast Council Rural Zoning --.cleaned.pdf

This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

Please find attached my submission to Council's draft Midcoast Rural Strategy.
With kind regards

Email secured by Check Point

Document Set ID: 15637966
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022
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Submission in response to
Draft Midcoast Rural Strategy

| am writing in response to Council’s invitation for submissions regarding the Draft
Midcoast Rural Strategy. From the outset, | would like to state that the Draft Rural
Strategy is an excellent document and reflects a number of changes and goals that will
enhance the overall rural landscape; including a 100ha minimum lot size for subdivision
and the rezoning of Bundook as a village.

Zoning around Bundook Village

That said, the zoning of land adjoining the proposed Bundook Village transitions directly
from the minimal lot size of a village to the proposed RU2 zoning of 40ha (100 acres).
This appears a very ‘abrupt’ transition and one that may continue to hamper the
development of the Village.

As an alternative, it is suggested that a more gradual scaling of lot sizes be adopted,
radiating out from the village centre (as has been adopted around other villages).
Figure 1 shows the theory of this scaled zoning around a central village.

Figure 1 — Graduated zoning around a village

Bundook has languished when it comes to residential growth and development with as
few as 2 houses constructed in the past decade (for low-cost rental).

Document Set ID: 15637966
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022
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While acknowledging the lack of services and facilities available in Bundook and the only
recent sealing of Bundook Road to the town; the availability of lots suitable for ‘small
holding’ appears a significant impediment. Discussing Bundook with Gloucester Real
Estate agents, I'm told that what buyers are seeking is rural properties but sized to suit
small holdings, hobby farms and weekend owners. The demand appears to be in the lot
size from approximately 5ha to 15ha. One local estate agent told me, “.. give me a 30-
acre lot and I'll sell every one of them”. It appears that Bundook offers little that can't
already be found in Gloucester, but without the services, health and sporting facilities.

It therefore proposed to add to the village zoning an area where smaller rural lots are
available for hobby farmers, retirees, and those who cannot manage a 100acre farm on
their own.

Proposed zoning around Bundook Village

To make available smaller rural lots around Bundook Village, it is suggested that an area
adjoining the village be identified.

As can be seen from Figure 2, an area bounded by Bundook Road, Bundook Village and
Bakers Creek is proposed for such zoning. Adding to the overall land offering of village
lots (consolidated or not), then hobby farms and small holdings and larger rural lots.

Railwa:
Gloucester Y

River

Bundook
Village

Bakers Creek

Figure 2 — Proposed area for zoning for small holdings

Document Set ID: 15637966
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Fortunately, this area is bounded by roads and by Bakers Creek which provides for easy
access to all potential lots without any need for any council works. Direct access to lots is
available from Bundook Road, Bakers Creek Road, Bilbora Creek Road and from Baker
Street.

The satellite image below, Figure 3, shows how this proposed area, while not extensive,
comfortably adjoins Bundook and is well served with available power, direct road access
and an ‘all weather’ road directly to Gloucester where health, sports, shopping and
entertainment are available.

Gloucester =
River |

Bundook
Village

| Area proposed
i for rezoning for SR
small holdings SSEEES

Belbora
Creek

Figure 3 — Proposed area for re-zoning, showing topography

While exact boundaries would need refining, this location has been chosen because:

e |t adjoins Bundook Village

e It has all-weather access, supporting the school bus service

e Is well served with direct lot access from roads

e Does not require crossing of any creeks or rivers

e Is well drained

e Presents a minimal fire risk, and

e Has been selected to exclude very undulating hills and gullies to the west and
south.

Document Set ID: 15637966
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Figure 4, courtesy of the Midcoast Council web site, shows current land subdivisions:

Figure 4 — Current Land Sub-divisions in the Bundook area

Development of Bundook as a Village

The success of any village is dependent upon a great number of factors. Apart from the
location, environmental amenity, views and the like, also important are:

1. Access
Bundook is fortunate is to have an all-weather road directly to Gloucester without
the need to cross creeks or other impediments. Regular maintenance of this road
is, however, important for attracting and maintaining residents.
Sealing of the perimeter and internal roads in Bundook should also be planned as
a matter of urgency, to minimise noise and dirt/dust drifting over vehicles and
houses every time a vehicle drives by!

2. Services and Facilities

The 'Village' zoning of Bundook will enhance its attractiveness as a residential
option, an alternative and more competitively priced choice when compared to the
other Gloucester villages. The ability to have small number of services available to
the village; that may include a general store, café, liquor outlet and in time fuel,
would greatly enhance the attraction as both a destination and somewhere to live.

Document Set ID: 15637966
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3. A Destination

Recreational motor-bike riding and rural excursions have become a popular
tourism activity and if a café were to be available in Bundook, it is without a doubt
that the ‘road to Bundook' would be well travelled and Bundook a popular
destination.

4, Support of Tourism

With the stated goal within the draft Rural Strategy of “Providing a range of tourist
accommodation and experiences”, and recognising that “rural tourism relies on
changes to planning controls that allow for new tourism development”, unless there
is potential for the purchase of small (5ha to 15ha) rural holdings, Bundook will be
excluded from participating in what is one of Gloucester's major economic
activities. Tourism involves not only the facility operators, but also employment of
staff, transport of goods, purchases from local suppliers to name just a few.

For Bundook to prosper, it needs to develop some income generating activities
and be able to attract new residents and the development that comes with that.

While Council’s plan to reduce the minimum lot size for subdivision from 100ha to 40ha
across the LGA is certainly applauded; however, to achieve a number of the goals stated
within the draft Strategy, further planning adjustments are urgently required; particularly
when planning to grow Bundook as a Village.

It is appreciated that Council will be undertaking a large lot rural residential study,
however, the need for small holdings and for hobby farms fall into the purview of the
Rural Strategy. The growth and development of Gloucester Tourism and its rural villages,
is dependent upon the ability to establish smaller holdings.

Document Set ID: 15637966
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From:

Sent: Fri, 28 Jan 2022 14:46:52 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Dear Council, thank you for the well organised extended consultation period and appointment times.

The following comments relate to the draft document
https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/download file/538/472 acknowledging that it was prepared
with many key data areas (such as mapping of Agricultural Land) unavailable or incomplete.

| would be happy to clarify them at any time with councillors or staff and look forward to the updated
strategy being implemented. We moved from the Upper Hunter to the MidCoast because of health
issues from open cut coal mining and have firsthand experience of dust, odours, noise and water access
problems and seeing communities, farms and environment deteriorate rapidly from losing sight of
diversity and sustainability.

Kind regards,

SPECIFIC CLAUSE COMMENTS

e  G1 Objective 02 Improve planning for energy and mineral resource industries
Being extractive, mineral resource industries are inherently unsustainable and should not be
prioritised above sustainable/renewable economies.
Creating isolated zones of intense activity by companies based outside the LGA make rural
communities less resilient to future markets and disasters than enabling landholders (R zones) to
participate in diverse markets without being impacted by pollution, dust, noise and water access
restrictions.
Council is in a great position to assist landholders and community groups to access existing and new
markets for products and services that Midcoast has the natural and social resources for.
This could be done by forming an agency to aggregate suppliers of
biodiversity/environmental/renewable energy services integrated with their farming and forestry
operations. At present, landholders are at the mercy of various brokers who deal across many areas
and internationally without being accountable to local people.

e Outcome 2.1.1. Focused planning for rural village life and Outcome 2.1.2. Enable diverse housing
for rural communities
| support the recommended LEP & DCP provisions.
Seniors housing needs to be integrated with multi-aged or family accommodation, especially in rural
situations, not “silo” developments like “over 55s”. There are already many problems with people
coming to rural areas too old to manage the property or support their community because they
have taken so many years to save up the money to afford the property of their dreams.

e  Outcome 2.3.1. Identify and maintain rural landscape characteristics

e | support the recommended LEP & DCP provisions.

Document Set ID: 15637969
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Council should actively encourage and facilitate repair of riparian corridors by working with
landholder groups to develop and implement catchment and sub-catchment scale projects which
are beyond the resources of individual landholders. Major issues include privet, lantana, tobacco
bush and camphor laurel.

e 4.1 Establish planning controls that reflect long-term outcomes - Site Responsive Subdivision
I am very much in support of subdivision processes reflecting the physical characteristics of the site,
rather than the fixed, inflexible lot sizes which have caused many many problems of sterilising
productive land and damaging sensitive land.
The Yass LGA clause could be a very effective way to manage the transition away from previous
minimum lot sizes. The problem will be establishing transparent and affordable data processes for
the assessments, which State Govt agencies appear to be very slow in providing.
Council should ensure that fees and processes encourage positive outcomes, eg a small boundary
adjustment to enable neighbours to better manage their land by avoiding erosion should be easily
achieved at low cost.
Guidelines in line with DPI and other recognised community groups (eg Permaculture and
Universities) should be applied so that neighbouring farms and communities interact effectively, and
have access to emergency services (RFS), nature reserves and open space and leave scope for future
generations to adapt.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Environment “E” and “R” Zoning and supporting rural production

E zoning restrictions in practice appear to be something of a last resort on paper which can alienate
landholders and deliver perverse outcomes — for example increase activities in advance of re-zoning;
antagonistic clearing confident that Council can/will never impose significant penalties even if reported.
They do not in themselves enable landholders to address the environmental issues of weeds, feral
animals and climate change that landholders need income streams to deal with.

| support Council focus less on E zonings and more on increasing proactive work and permitted activities
so that landholders with R group zonings actively engage in environmentally beneficial
activities/enterprises — many of which are new and emerging markets. A cultural of landcare and
stewardship along with sustainable profitable production.

For example more projects like composting chicken manure (so it is safer), Turtle conservation, and
working with industry and govt to develop biodiversity and conservation markets in the MidCoast region
to even great levels than those in other LGAs (capitalise on natural assets).

2. Fees and rating structures

The strategy should support landholder costs reflecting the scale of their operations and impacts, rather
than number of properties on which they are carried out. With so many smaller properties, viable
enterprises (stock/forestry/ecotourism and value-adding) will required access to multiple properties
which may or not belong to the one person/company. Council can support sustainable rural production
by ensuring there are no issues like multiple fees (DA/inspection/registration) arising for the one
activity simply because it needs more than one property to be involved.

3. “Dormitory” regions

Already many Midcoast landholders either work in other LGAs and only spend nights or breaks here.
Strategy should support initiatives to assist people to spend more time in Midcoast, so there is less
travelling (road accidents, covid spread, stress) and more time to engage with local communities
(schools, volunteering, sporting clubs). By encouraging local hubs for renewable energy, transport and
telecommunication.
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Sent: Friday, 28 January 2022 3:08 PM

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission
Categories: Blue Category

e® o

VA HAVE YOUR smrg' MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you ‘ council

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Last Name

Your email address

Your best contact phone number
Suburb

Coomba park

Postcode
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2428

Property address of interest

Clive manners foreshore walk and surrounding reserve

Property suburb of interest

Coomba Park

Submission subject

Clive Manners foreshore walk and surrounding area Coomba Park

The area boundary between kirrabilli ave to the north and the aquatic club boundary to the
south

Locally referred to as the disputed zone. (DZ)

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

I on behalf of the Coomba park village residents submit that the Clive
Manners foreshore walk and surrounding area be maintained by the newly formed Clive

Manners Maintenance Mob a mob of local volunteers committed to maintaining the area.

1/Bushfire prevention

Keep the land floor clear and clean from fire fuel.

Many community resident’s are fearful the (DZ) provides a corridor for fire that would
Prevent rescue and escape. (Isolation)

2/Public thoroughfare

The lack of safe pedestrian access through the disputed zone forces the pedestrians on to
the road and the ever increasing obstacles that presents.

Maintenance of the (DZ) has shown the if it's clean the residents will use the (DZ) instead.
3/Fauna

All natives to stay.

With the increase of maintenance the(DZ) now has less hares,snakes and other naughty

bitey
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critters.

4/Plan of management

The Clive Manners foreshore mob is to clean and maintain the (DZ)

All volunteers to be inducted into the council’s volunteer program.

The Clive Manners foreshore mob will operate under the same guidelines as the many
other parks and recreation mowing groups within the village.

Source: Coomba park a community plan 2019/2030

Appendix 8 The Clive Manners foreshore walk

5/Equipment

The Clive Manners foreshore mob will use their private suitable equipment.
6/Appearance

Neighbour’s to the north and south of the disputed zone have maintained grounds.
7/Survey

| personally have surveyed the community and it is unanimous the disputed zone needs to
be maintained.

8/ Mr Clive Manners approves.

On behalf of the village
| eagerly await a response

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46

This is not SPAM. You are receiving this message because you have submitted feedback or signed up to Have

Your Say.

Email secured by Check Point
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From: "Simon Carroll" <simon@accuplan.com.au>

Sent: Fri, 28 Jan 2022 16:11:34 +1100

To: "Have Your Say" <haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>;"MidCoast Council"
<council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Cc: "Accuplan" <office@accuplan.com.au>;"Jane Morgan" <jsam5@bigpond.com>
Subject: REF Rural Strategy SPR 02/04

Attachments: 22027_MCCsubm_RuralStrat_179MurrayRoadWingham_280122.pdf

Please see attached submission on behalf of Mrs J Morgan in relation to the property at 179 Murray
Road, Wingham.

Please let me know if any questions.
Regards
Simon Carroll

Accuplan
www.accuplan.com.au

Level 1 Building Q — Head Street Carpark

Head Street, Forster NSW 2428 (next to carpark end of Forster Arcade)
PO Box 34, Forster NSW 2428

(t) 02 6555 5522

(e) simon@accuplan.com.au

accuplan / development applications / town and environmental planning / building code of
australia / fire engineering / bushfire assessments / bushfire evacuation plans and management
plans / rezoning / social impact assessments / local government liaison / biodiversity impact
assessments

This message contains information that is intended for the addressee. If you have received this
message in error, you are asked to respect its confidentiality by destroying it and not copying or
disclosing it. Please notify the sender and remove it from your computer system. No
responsibility is implied or accepted by Accuplan and/or ABAC Group Pty Ltd concerning the
security, transmission, content, virus status or delay in receipt of any information electronically
transmitted.

Email secured by Check Point
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PO Box 34 FORSTER NSW 2428

Level 1 Building Q, Head Street Carpark
Head Street Forster 2428

Phone: (02) 6555 5522

28 January 2022
General Manager
Mid-Coast Council
PO Box 482

Taree NSW 2430
Our Ref: 22027

Attention: Land Use Planning Team
Dear Sir/Madam,

SUBMISSION IN RELATION TO “DRAFT MIDCOAST RURAL STRATEGY, JUNE 2021”
(REF RURAL STRATEGY SPR 02/04)

SUBJECT PROPERTY: LOT 21 DP 701811, 179 MURRAY ROAD, WINGHAM

Accuplan has been engaged by Mrs J Morgan (our client) to prepare a submission in relation
to the “Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy, June 2021". Our client is a joint owner of the subject

property.

Our client has instructed that we make this submission by way of expression of interest for
future consideration of the subject property as part of any rezoning to R5 Large Lot Residential.

Our client has noted that, as exhibited, the draft Strategy presently identifies a change in the
zoning of the subject land from RU1 Primary Production to RU2 Rural Landscape.

The context of the subject property is that:
(i) It has a limited land area and no inherent agricultural production potential.

(i) The landholding was fragmented by past subdivision which, notably, resulted in the
reduction of the landholding to create an allotment for the establishment of the
Wingham Public School. The subject property surrounds the northern and western
boundary of the Wingham Public School grounds at 157 Murray Road.

(i) Land immediately to the south-east of the school grounds is zoned R1 General
Residential under the current Greater Taree Local Environmental Plan 2010 (LEP).
Existing R1 zoned land is within about 140 metres of the eastern parts of the subject

property.

(iv) Land to the south-west of the subject property — being land on the southern side of
Wingham Road and properties fronting Helmich Close — is zoned R5 Large Lot
Residential under the current LEP.

(v) Landholdings to the east (along the western side of Skyline Drive) have areas ranging
generally from 2-2.5 hectares. These landholdings are used for rural residential/rural
lifestyle uses.

While these lands are identified for a change in zoning from RU1 Primary Production
to RU2 Rural Landscape by the draft Strategy, the land extending to the eastern
boundary of those landholdings is zoned R1 General Residential. It is not
unreasonable to assume that there is a relatively high likelihood that the landholdings
along the western side of Skyline Drive (adjoining the eastern boundary of the subject
property) will be identified for rezoning to R5 Large Lot Residential (or some other
residential zone given the existing R1 zone extending to the eastern boundary of those
landholdings) in future.

Document Set ID: 15638036
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022
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(22027) MCC 2 28 January 2022

(vi) Landholdings to the south (on the southern side of Murray Road, east of the R5 zoned
land identified in the point (iv)) have areas ranging generally from 4000-4500m?. These
landholdings are used for rural residential/rural lifestyle uses.

As per the above point (v), while these lands are identified for a change in zoning from
RU1 Primary Production to RU2 Rural Landscape by the draft Strategy, it is not
unreasonable to assume that there is a relatively high likelihood that these
landholdings will be identified for rezoning to a zone such as the R5 Large Lot
Residential zone in future. This would bring the zoning into line with the existing R5
zoning applying to land to the west.

The following outlines points relevant to this submission:

(a) Consideration of a future rezoning of the subject property to R5 Large Lot Residential
will not impair the ability to achieve the goals of the draft Strategy with respect to
protection of established agricultural industries. For example, in relation to stated
Outcome 1.1.1 of the objectives to Goal 1 of the draft Strategy, our client’'s submission
will not result in any cumulative loss of valuable agricultural land and/or activities.

(b) With consideration of the first objective to Goal 2 of the draft Strategy, which is to
“provide accommodation and services for rural communities”, the existing
characteristics of the site and surrounds are such that the land use can be
characterised as already being for a rural residential use.

The subject property is on the periphery of the Wingham township.

(c) Access to the subject property is available directly from the northern side of Murray
Road and can also be formalised via (presently) unformed road reserves which adjoin
the length of the northern and western boundaries of the site.

(d) Reticulated water service is available to the subject property and water mains extend
along Murray Road to the north-west of the land.

(e) Reticulated sewerage is available to the adjacent Wingham Public School land which
adjoins the south-eastern part of the subject property. Our client advises that this line
drains north through the eastern part of the subject property and then east through the
unformed road reserve to the north of the site towards Skyline Drive.

() As per Section 10.6 (Rural Lifestyle Zones in the MidCoast), lands zoned (or intended
to be zoned) R5 Large Lot Residential are considered to more closely reflect a rural
than urban residential lifestyle.

The existing use of the subject property is consistent with a rural residential lifestyle.
Thus, any consideration of rezoning to R5, will not result in any urban residential
character for the subject property.

(g) The statement in Section 10.3 (Rural zones in the Standard Instrument LEP), within
the table headed “Rural Zone selection guide”, that land will generally be considered
unsuitable for urban development and rural residential uses where the RU2 Rural
Landscape zone applies, is not considered to be justified in its entirety when applied
to the subject property.

The land use of the subject property can be characterised as already being consistent
with that of a rural residential use.

(h) Section 10.3.2 (RU2 Rural Landscape Zone) of the draft Strategy (at Section 10.3.2)
notes that the RU2 Rural Landscape zone has been broadly applied to /and adjoining
urban settlements; and variable environments, not just productive agricultural lands,
and enabled a broad range of land uses. Section 10.3.2 also notes that:

o0 With reference to the Agriculture and Rural Industries Background Report, the
RU2 Rural Landscape zone (and associated 40ha minimum lot size) is
recommended to be applied generally, except where environmental or urban
zones are more appropriate based on existing site characteristics and land
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uses. The existing site characteristics and land use of the subject property
indicates that consideration should be given to the appropriateness of an R5
Large Lot Residential zone for the land; and

o the focus of the RU2 zone will be facilitating land uses and activities associated
with the ongoing agricultural use of (these) lands. This is not necessarily a
basis for the change in zoning of the subject property to RU2 as there is no
ongoing agricultural use of the subject property. There is also no agricultural
use of adjacent lands.

(i) Section 10.6.5 (Application of Rural Lifestyle Zones in the MidCoast) states where land
within the rural zone has already been subdivided to such an extent that agricultural
potential has been lost to a rural lifestyle outcome, these areas should be reviewed
and rezoned to the most appropriate rural lifestyle zone.

The subject property is an example of where this has occurred. Within the table headed
“Rural Living Zone selection guide”, the R5 Large Lot Residential zone identifies land
within a rural setting that has a predominantly residential use and is of insufficient
size to accommodate agricultural or other rural land uses.

While still a larger landholding (compared to lands to the east and south), the subject
property is not of sufficient size to support any viable agricultural activity. In this regard,
the prevailing land use of the subject property (plus other lands to the east, south and
south-west) have tended away from agricultural activities and towards rural lifestyle
outcomes. This is evidenced by points that have been discussed above, as well as
the:

o0 Establishment of the R5 Large Lot Residential zone over the land to the south-
west of the subject property (the land on the southern side of Wingham Road
and properties fronting Helmich Close); and

0 The zoning of land as R1 General Residential over land to within about 140
metres from eastern and south-eastern parts of the subject property.

() The draft Strategy, at Section 10.6.4, describes the vision for the R5 Large Lot
Residential zone (with reference to the draft MidCoast Housing Strategy 2020) as to:

provide opportunities to transition between urban and rural locations. Enabling
larger lots will accommodate those seeking lifestyle choices that provide for space
and separation without being in more isolated rural areas.

Notably, the subject property and other lands to the east and south of the subject
property are already in a state of transition from ‘rural’ to ‘rural residential’ activities.
Evidence of this transition includes the adjacent public school which caters for students
from the Wingham township as well as surrounding rural areas. Residential zoned land
in the Wingham township extends to the eastern boundary of the school grounds.

(k) Our client’s submission does not give rise to the issue raised in Section 10.3.2 of the
draft Strategy. The effective transition from ‘rural’ to ‘rural residential’ activities, which
has prevailed notwithstanding the current land use zoning, has not resulted in any land
use conflicts between any existing farms and residents of the subject property (nor
between any existing farms and the primarily rural residential uses on land to the east
and south of the subject property).

It is submitted that the above points provide a basis for the subject property to be considered
as a candidate for future rezoning to R5 Large Lot Residential under a future LEP for the Mid-
Coast local government area.
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Please advise if you have any questions, or require any further information, in relation to this
submission.

Yours faithfully

Simon Carroll
Registered Planner (RPIA)

Accuplan
email to: simon@accuplan.com.au
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From: "Daniel Barber" <daniel@paroconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Fri, 28 Jan 2022 20:35:24 +1100

To: "MidCoast Council" <council@MidCoast.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: SUBMISSION TO RURAL STRATEGY SPR 02/04 — 1 TALLAWALLA ROAD, COOMBA
PARK

Attachments: SUBMISSION TO RURAL STRATEGY SPR 0204 — 1 TALLAWALLA ROAD, COOMBA

PARK.cleaned.pdf

This email's attachments were cleaned of potential threats by Check Point SandBlast.
Click here if the original attachments are required (justification needed).

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find enclosed a submission to the rural Strategy SPR 02/04 in relation to the land at
1 Tallawall Road, Coomba Park.

Kind regards,

Daniel Barber
B.Plan (Hons), M.ProDev, CPP MPIA
Director

T: 0422 983 710 | W: paroconsulting.com.au
o CONSULTING
Vv

Paro Consulting acknowledges Traditional Owners of Country throughout Australia and recognises the continuing connection to
land, water and community. We pay our respect to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures; and to Elders past, present and
future.

Email secured by Check Point
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28 Jaraary 2022

General Manager
M zCoast Council
PO Bex £82 Tarce NS 2430

lvia ema’l:

Attention. Exocul've Manager Innovat’on & Suslanasle =atares

Towbkon inis concorns,

RE: RURAL STRATEGY SPR 07704 - 1 TALLAWALLA ROAD, COOMBA PARK

This sabr'ssicn has seen prepared by Paro Corsalting Pty Jd (Paro Corsulticgl on schall of Lhe owner of ke land localed al 1 Tal awalla
Road, Coomba Park. The submissicn «o ales to the MidCoas: Councg” (Councilt Ruara Stratogy 573 02/C< wh'cnowas rece~ily incluced o public

gxhibit on antil Friday 28 January 2022,

Weuncersiand Lhe MicCoast Coungil dralt Rural Strezcgy sels oul a sroposed frarrework for clear and corsislerl lanc use plarnirg princip cs
Lo suslainably manage Lhe use of lend and waler resources cuis™de of the rocgon’s towns and villages and is 10 linal body of work w0 'nforr 2
sirge M dCoasl Local Zrviconmental P an (LEP) and Sove epment Control Plan (DC7) The craft strategy addresses ways Lo dentify and proiect
procastive land acd waler resourcos, provee aecommaedal'on and serviees for ruqal comrrunities, ane mangge development in rural

envicerments nko ke future,
Wo undorslard {no drafl Jural Strategy sots cut o ack ove four key goa &

. Susta ning prmary sroducticn ozporiutities;
. Entancng rursal lifesty o8 and “volinoods;
. Protecting natura ardscapos; and

. Improve pannitg anc plan-rrak ng i~ praclice.
Ameng olher proposed changes, itis undersloge Lhe craft Rural Slrategy will provides rezonng recomrrerdations in sGme ancas.

The “cllowing sabmission sce<s to culling Para Consullirg’s suspar. o® Lha p annicg propess| subjecl te seesdimg to recommand a numser of
polenlial refire™cnts & ade ticns wnich aim to sugpar: the “uncamenlal osjectives outlined above inc uding the Unrely imzlementation of

Lhe plar~ing proposal, inc Jding.

. lzentification of the s, contesl anc relevant Pistory,

. Provide an Environmrerla Asscssmenticclazing horilage, coniest, access cloi,

. Provide an Asscss™ant agsinst tbe McCoast Courcil {(Councill Rural Stratcgy SPR 02704,

. Provide an Asscssmcn: agai~st Lhe DPIZ Guide Lo preparing slanning propassls linc ud ' ng relevant strategics, rnisteria cireclions,
reewrepslitan strategy, dstrel plan, cocca Planning Statemen | elch

. Provice 2 rezoremengalior for potendia refinemenis ang acd’liors wo ke pla-ring prepesal inclug'ng a re-zoring o tne sile and

revisee develosme- | slandards.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10 —_—

Document Set ID: 15638061
Version: 1, Version Date: 31/01/2022



Submission 399

2. The Site and Context
Dewa'ls of the s'te are proviced i Lhe tab ¢ be ow,

Table 1. The Site and Context Description

Details Description

Address 1 Tallawalla Road, Coomba Park

Legal Description Lot 14 / DP263471

Site Area Approx. 74,300m?

Existing building and structures The site contains a dwelling house and shed.

Existing Vegetation The site includes a number of existing trees and dam.

Topography The site appears to slope from the south to the north.

Local Site Context North: To the north of the site includes Wallis Lake and land interface.

West: To the west of the site includes two farms including the properties 2 and 26 Kiewa Place.
South: To the south of the site is a farm at the property 86 Moorooba Road.

East: To the east of the site are several residential properties which are zoned RU5 Village. The lots are
around 550m2 on average and include an average width of 18m. The land is subject to an 8.5m height
standard and 0.4:1 FSR.

Regional Site Context The site is located within the town of Coomba Park which is within the MidCoast Council LGA. The site is

positioned along Wallis Lake and located 7m from Forster and 13km to Boomerang Beach.

Figure 1. Aerial Map of the Site and local context
Source: Sikrraps

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710 L
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac o
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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Figure 2. Aerial Map of the Site and Regional Context
Sourco: Sikraps

3. Background

There s no recent plannicg nistory 'norelation Lo ke s'le relovant Lo this asscssment. Fowever, some colails of the hiswory of the town of

Coorba Park are inc aded below,

Tre Worimi are the tradit'ona owners of Lhe amca a~d conticue w2 bave a specia connecl’or witk the Aborginal cullursl siles tnat cx'stin

Lhe area.

Eurgpean sell erment o tne aroa cates from 1824, intally Tor {nc parpose of grazing waich from tne mid 1800° progresscs nto the

eslab skment ol Tar~ing, trrcer ard fishicg indast-ics.

Imine 19607, Sydney sroperty doveloper Char es B, Degolarci, had grand plars drafled lor "Ausira a’s Rarest Tourist Land Sevelspront” at
Coomba Pack. Wh'le Degolardi’s visions had sorrc impact on tne growik of Ing area, Lhe gra~d developrrerl of Caomba never reached (ull
polenlial. Oves Lhe years as the aopalation slowly erow, tho Coomaa arcea gave birlh 1o s commu-iy of active volanicors who eslablishes

rruck of Lhe inf-astructure 1nal exists wilhi~ Lhe vi lage today.
The 19605 vision of 4,00C Pause lows did nat realerizlise as al the lime as the livs: slage of ots cid not scll out,

Council degided o Llake a stagged soprozch Lo 1ne sccord slage acd wail ant Lhe cxisling plols were developed ard poosulatied prior o
realising Lhe later sus-dvision stage. Th's nas ~eant 1nat tke Coomba Park subu-b remaired ufinshee, leaving 1ne vi age “disconnecies”

anc alac< ol sewvicos anc infrastruclare lfor cca ~esidents, There are 261 houses in Caamba Par< (2016 ABS Corsus),

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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Source: Property developer, Charles H. Degotardi

Asuremary of Lho oaisling zonicg and key doveloprent standard and contrals a7 cerlifice in Unis section u-dor the Great Lakes LEP 2012
and Greal Lakes DCP.

The Greal La<es LEP 2014 s Lhe pring’ ple Exvicenmental ? amnicginst-ument thal applics to ine site, The existig p an~ing conlrols that apply
lg b s'te are outlined below ic Table 2.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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Table 2. Existing controls under the Great Lakes LEP 2014

Clause Control Map
Zoning The land is currently zoned RUS Village and C4
Environmental Living (formally E4 Environmental Living). .
i
| |
&
4.1 Minimum Lot Size The land is subject to a 1,000m? and 100,000m?
minimum lot size.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710

8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac

Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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Clause Control Map
4.3 Height of Building Maximum height of building of 8.5m
4.4 Floor Space Ratio Maximum FSR of 0.4:1
. 0a
Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710 L_
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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Clause Control Map

5.21 Flood planning The site is identified as being located within the 1 in 100
year flood planning area.

This clause identifies several considerations which must
be given to permit development within a flood planning
area.

7.1 Acid sulphate soils The site is identified as containing Class 3 and Class 5
acid sulphate soils. This clause identifies several
considerations which must be given to permit
development with land identified as containing acid
sulphate soils.

4.2.  Great Lakes DCP 2014

The site is net identiflied as ircluazing a charactor slalement o inc ading an arca soec’ 7¢ develepment contrel pa~, There arc a now o
crnvirormensl corstrants whick apaly 1o ke siie and built Torm centrols wken apply e {ne current use wnich bave arc ol ro ovasL Lo Lhis
subrrrissTon.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710 L
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac

Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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5. A Case for Change
Tre tasle below ol ‘nes the relevant changes prozosed within the drafl MidCoast Rural Strategy i relaticn wo Lhe site and ils corlexl.

Clause Current Draft Proposed

Zoning C4 Environmental Living & RUS5 Village C4 Environmental Living & RU5 Village Retain a portion of land C4 and rezone a
- . portion off land to RU5 Village & RE1
N.o.te. COl.mCI| is proposmg to rezon.e the Public Recreation
civic precinct to RE1 Public Recreation
and portion of foreshore to RE1 Public

Recreation.

T

SAEWA Dy ace T

4.1 Minimum RUS Village = 1,000m2 RUS Village = 1,000m2 RUS5 Land = 700m2

Lot Size
C4 Environmental Living = 10,000m2 C4 Environmental Living = 10,000m2 C4 Environmental Living = 10,000m2

Tre concept plen for tne site currenlly cap ores resening tne portion of Lhe lacd currenlly C4 Ervircenmental Civing to RUS Village a~d RE1
Puslic Recreal on ad the introduction of a 700mM2 ronirfum lol s72c slerdard w0 ine RLE Villoge porlion of the land,

Tre <oy opporiucitics arizsing [rom the redevelosme~1 of Lho sile arc as ‘ol cws:

e  The aroposalinclazes Lhe rozonicg o a~d Lo rural residential whzk is located adjacont to a~ cx'sting rural rosidantia fones arca
anc whichisamnorand conliguous oxtension of the ex'stirg urban arca. This provides grealer atilizalion of existing servces and
Juiitics ang prevests urcan sprawl wnich ig i» accerdance wilh the zraft updated Fuanier Regiona Pan 20470,

e The agroposal inclugas Lhe cedicalion and errgcllisnrrent of sublic oper space to Couns’| la imarovs acoess and passive
recrcalior of the foreshore arca i- accordarce w'th the Communily Stralegic Pla~ 2018-2030 (CSP);

Trhe proposa provides an oaporun'ty to prov'ze a pedestrian and cycling green lick frem Lhe puclic ~ocrcalional faci “lics al 88
Mocrocha Road and Tallawal a Road to improve publ ¢ access;

Trc prepesal would resalt in as'gnif carl amount of develasrrent rmonctary corlricutions Lo fund ko upgraze Tidal Poo Precinst
ang Lhe public recroations! “ac’litics al Lot 13730263471 in ascordance wilh Lhe Communily Slratcgic Plan 2018-2030 (C5P are of
greaineed of unding;

Residentia accommezalion in this ccal on @Il nave mir'malimpaz: en tho ralaral ervifenmaent or rosource ancs, ”h's s becaasce
lhe steis already large v cleared and are nol corstra'ned by natura hazarce, "he proposalis cons'stent witn the scale suppericed
by Council tnrougn its adopiez Planrng Study; and

Trereis an opperlunily Lo stimulaie the local ccoramy by creaticg jobs curng construction and sapport loca susnesses throagk

Lhe creat'on of ~ow cuslemers.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710 \_
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
Surry Hi ls W3w 2C10
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A Flannng Propasal (P71 08 the Tivst stes in presarng a Local Eaviconmental Plan (LEPL A 7 arning Prososal is a documenl thal cxpla ng a
rezacst o inwenced clfect of 2 propeses LEP and sets oul the justif calios for mrak'ng tnat plan. Generally, Lhe proposed MidCoast Counl
dra®l Rural Slrategy socks to arrend Council’s prnz’pal L2 being the Greal Lakes Local Ervironmental Plan 2014, I a landowrer or group of
ancowressithe sroponent) wish Lo cherge provisions in Lhe L2 thal apply Lo the'r and (e.g. the zoning, miv"marr ot sz, o7 maxirfum he'ght
of buildirgs! they wil ~eed to submil a lormal PP request 1o Cauncil,

Given Lhel Courci has glready nitated a ™7 to amend the carrent LEP, Paro Cansu U'ng is see<icg lnat Council cons'cer sockirg a ~unmber

pole-lial reflicermenls & additiens 1o the Coung'=intialed PP,

Frorm a arclirrinary revicw of Lho sites, Lhere ‘s anapportunty Lo sezanc a sarlion of The land RE1 Pub ic Recrealion which would be dedicaled
le Council ang Lhe lard te RLE Viage and irclude 2 700m2 mini~um lot size a~d reigin 1ne masimum 5.5m Feight of buildicg sla~dsa-d and
raximam 0.4:1 Floor Space Retio Stancard.

Tk's section cutlices ko stralegic and siatulory planning “ramework wthin whkick ke develeprrenl oulcomaes for Lhe land nave
been consicered ard provices commaentary on now Lne propasal «essords Lo cacn of Lhese cooureents.

Q1 - Is the Planning Proposal a resull of any sirategic study or report?
4.2.1 Draft updated Hunter Regional Plan 2041

Tre gile is ~ot the dircet resull ¢ a stralegic study or resorl, However, Lhe Drafl updaice Funter Regicnal Plar 204° whkcn s carrently or
public cskib’tion belween 1 December 2021 to 4 Margn 2022 identilics ooporwritics for ~zzon'ng su'tab ¢ and within the spec'fic region.
This ‘nc udes land which is located adjacent lo an exisling rural residenlial zoned arca and which is a miner and contiguous extension of
Lhe exisling urban arca.

Tk's submission inlends Lo ‘nferm boik Lhe Drafl wpdated Funter Regiongl Plan 2647 and Lhe Dra®l Mic Counci Raral Slrotegy wo ¢rsurc a
future slanning prepesal will be guiced by 2 Council erdo-sce stralegic study.

4.2.2 Community Strategic Plan 2018-2030 (CSP)

Tre groposal identifes 2 numraer of actions 1nat are o ovant to 1ne propassl re ating Lo crealing s conrected commucily and growing ke
ccoromy. Key relovant actions identi ™ ied 'n ke Pani~cluces the ‘ol ow'ng.

. Bring Lho villzge togetber by ‘nslalling 2 “<mool/b ke "all access™ paln belweer Lhe lwo seclions.,
o  Trelollowirgupgrades o ke Tidal ool "roc’ net:
o Pool permeler netting supporl slruclare wo floating aeniocns
Incresse deplk & remove wood growtn
Rorraove coffce rock ledge near Lha shorcling
Renourishmenl of sand
Improve/provide sunshade

Relzeale two valunicer slorage sneds from poal ‘arcshore arca Lo mare cerlral off leask dog ~oserve

O O o o o o©

Insla al access sepl'c lei ol & cnangeroom facilily - a safoty inilative Lo avo'c cnileren cross ng busy launening ramp Lo

access toilets.
o Insla disabled park'ng at entra-~ce Lo peol & upgrade foolzath 1o all access

. M cCoast Council to accdire 4Z0m2a” land al Lhe sub cel site Lo re® et existing use,

. MidCeasl Council consuli witk commrunily Lo updale and “replement 1ng existing civic contre precicct p an including Lhe fol ew'ne.
o Main carpark - enlarge & covel, improve drainage, lar scel & inclage cisabled parkng

Improve access 10 Moorooba d lor improves sa'ely

Drainage upgrade for entire resorve 1o accommodatc plar-od usage

Insla signage kighlignting facililes i~ reserve

Insla aperimeter fence aroune Lne precing:

O O O o o

Insla secarity camrcras

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
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Insla muli-ase coarl inctba l/basketbal Svo loyoall elzd

Ropaco water an<s al hall

Extend Lne hall verarda

Repace skale rarrs

Inslal corlemp al've area / Crazse

Replace tennis court fena'ng

Insla LED Mlood lighls 21 tennis court

Ma<e proc'nel aczess’h o fo- peosle wth disabililics

Concrote access & lurn'ng arca al Caomba RFS Lo gllow “uly aden fire wrucks to manocuvreic conned space
Concrote ramp drivoway te Me"s snad

Expanz pracicot by council acqu'silior of lang (part Lol 12 o DP2453471) attos of Ta lawar-a

O O O 0O O o o o o o o o

Strect “or fulure growik & coromur 'ty LSS
Tke srozosa can become Ung econamic catalyst Ll conlrizaie o a ~amaoer 0F Inese actions as fol ows:

. Errbellishmenl of the ex'sting “oreskare arca anc Japgrade of tne existicg puslic batns;

. Degicalior of 43Cm2 of lanc Lo Council wo enable gnincrcase to the 2c of ke sub "¢ loreskore:

e Thofature deve opment wil arovide develzzer conurbuliors wh'ch wou d enazb o Lo apgrade Lthe existing civic conwre preginel; s~d

. Create a now pecastrian and cyclicg ins< wh'en wll provice azcess setween Lhe civie conl-o precnel at §6 Moorooha Road anz
Tellawa la Rcac

Q2 - Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or inlended oufcomes, or is there a belier way?

Imorder wofaci ete tngincrecase of addil’cra Pous nglo mecl fawure dweling sasac'ty largels a Logal Enviro-mrentsl Plan (LE™ emendment
or Stale Envirormental Plen-ing Pol'cy (SEPP) ‘s the enly statutiory mechan'sms avai ablo, An LGA wide planning groposal s Lhe cest mears
of achiev' nginginlended cutceme becaw se cor munity censallalion basalrcacy comrmenced ard can be expacded upen during ine rozen'ng
process.

Q3 - Is the planning proposal consisient with the objectives and aclions of the applicable regional or sub-regional sfrategy lincluding
the Sydney Mefropolitan Stralegy and exhibiled drafl slrategics)?

The Plan~ing Proposal demenstrales st-ategic menit throuagh s corsisleroy wth Lhe oblectives and acticns of {ne saplcasle regional
stralegic plans snd policies discusscd bo ow.

4.3.1 NSW State Plan 2021

Tke hew Souln Waes Siate ™an scls the stralegic direction and geals for Lhe N3W Govermment across a sroad range of services and
infragtructare. Tae Siete Pa- nomingies onc of Lhe kay challenges for the Slate as ceirg the glann ng challenges Lhat a-ise from corinued
popL al’e growlh, Thoircreased de-sily proposed, ang “alare regove apment of the site is corsisle~lwilh tko Statc Pla-, This is becadsc
lhe progsosa wil arovide jobs a~d cncourage housing diversily ina ocation ¢ ase o ~carby sorv'ces and faci lics.

4.3.2 Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 2009

Tkheland s identiflicd witnin ko Mz Norik Coasl Regicnal Stralcgy 2009 ag wilhin {ne Coorrbs Park Coaslal Village whick is ocales wilkin the
Coasla Arca. The lane "s nol dentif od in Lhe Mid Norlh Coasl Regional Strategy for u-ba» develeprmens, Nolwitnstandicg tbis, Lhe proposal is
consistent wth tbo Slrategy's <oy 8’ ms Lo

. Prolect highvalue ernvironme g, neluding sigrifican: coastal la<cs. cstuaries, aquifers, Lhreatence spoc’es, vegetal' or commun’tics
anc habilal cor-idors by ensuring new zevclopment avo'cs Lhese imperta-l arcas a~d their catenmrenis;

. imil development in paces canstrained by coastal processes, wotlands, and lancscapes of Fgh sceric and corservation valuc: and

. Thelang can e rrade su'table by leve ng of tne acd w0 preve L flocding,

e Theo Slrategy's key action for ocal orvirorrrenla pans Lo zrotect and cone a~d wth high ervironmer-tal, vegelal o, habizat,
riparian, acuatic, coasla or corricer valaes for environmerlal protection.
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4.3.3 Hunter Region Plan 2016
The dunter Regional Plan 2014 (FRM apslics 1o Lhe M dCoast LGA, specif zaly Lhe “allowing cirectiors:
"Dircclicn & — Grow fhe coconomy of MidCoast and Pord Steptiens is reflovant to the proposal”,

Tke aropasal wil provice nousing supp v anc diversily for the srea whch will have a sositive coconomic impact o Lhe communily and local
serviees ane Lherefore is consicerad consistent wilna th's circclion. The proposa wou d erable the embe I'skment o the Toreshore arca and
which is an ‘mao-tant local passive regrcalio™ faci by and provices scrvices ¢~d aclivilies o7 Lhe commun’'ty and wigilors.

"Direction 14 — Protect and connect nalural arcas s relovan! to the propasal”.
Tre proposa wll rerrove some regrow:h vegelal'on from ine s'le and ircludes no serious o7 rreversisle irsacls s~d icorlilies eporoprials
avo'darce end rritigal'en measures. The sile cocs not corlain ary Endangerec Eco ogical Corrmun'tics (EEC). The fulure proposal will
suspaoriee by a fuwre Biodiversity Develoomenl Assessmrenl Report (BDAR) whick “cerLify natu-al vegelalion wnich snou d be pretecied anc
apparwun ties 1o rovegelale {ne and ad contribute te creaticg a fiparan cor-idar al Lhe sile.
The aroposal is consisient witk Lhis Direstior,

“Dircction 14 — increase resificnce fo hasards and ¢limale change (s relovant o the proposal”.
Tresileisrot ocales on Councl's Coaslal sk lann'ng =23, however the site cortairs anuroer of 'te spec™ic conslrainls thatarc furither
asscsscd in Lhis sabmissio~, To ensure ke pole-lial impacis are fu Iy urdersleod and consislenl witk ks dircclon, a futu-e delailed “ood
stucy and gooleck~ca roporiw’ll be provced as pars ol a fawre slanc'ng prososa . hotw'thstand ng this, Lhe culcomes of thase slug os are
nol consicered 1o sign™canl v impact o~ {ne propossal,

“Dircction 18 — Enhance access Lo reerealional facililics and connect open spaces is relovant the prepcsal”.
Trerezon'ng of Lhe sile provices an osporiunity o enhance access a~d recereal’oa facil'lics alo~g Lhe foreshere and provided conlinued
pocastrian gnd syclicg aceess rom e cxistirg carkal 37 Ta awella Road and “Lture sar< st 84 Moorocha Road,

“Dirpcfion 22 — Promole housing diversily is relovant fo the proposal”.
The Large Lot Residential Sapply a~d 2emand Anglys's prepered by MoCoasl Council identifos tkere 's a signi“canl demang for Large Lol
Residenta developrment acress the LGA with e data snow'ng a trenc for lots beicg deve aped soon afle- they are re cased. Specifical v, 1ne

FRP ircluces a nous'ng acten for MdCoasl Lo nvesligale renewal and i~ nousing cppo-tun’lics that respend le chang ng demograpnics.
Treo groposal implements the oulcomes cnv'saeed 'notk's cirection,

434 Draft updated Hunter Regional Plan 2041

The land is locaied with'n 2 Cosstal Vil age witnin the Coaslal Zistrict of Lhe draft usdaled Funter Regicnal Plar 2041 which is or pub ¢
exhib’lior zelween 1 Decerraor 2021 1o 4 Marck 2022, The lang "¢ ~at drectly identified wilhin the Mid hartn Coast Reg'ona Siralcgy, sce lne
fgure exiracted frore tne Dral apdaice Fanter Regicnal Mlan 2041,

Ragatta stand \
‘Wallin Island (=)
The Site

l

L

Source: Dra‘l updaies dunter Regional Plan 234°
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Trhedral: siralegy sUpalales the fo lowing.

"The coastal fowns and villages sol amangst 1his pristine natural landscape draw new residents and fourists that can croate development
prossure, Urban devoicomeont will necd (o be consclidated and confined to cxisting urban arcas.

This will maintain the disting! charactor of individual communitios: aveid bicphysical congfrainls and natural hacards; protect

envirgnmental values and landscape features: orotect nalural rosources and quality farming land; and plan for the offcctive and efficiont

detivery of infrasiructure and sorvices,

To safoguard the sonsilive coastal environment, rural residential develoament will be limited o cxisting rural residential zoned arcas, an
only minor and conliguous exfensions fo exisfing urban arcas will be considered”.

Tre resoning of Lhe susjecl land is corsidered consislenl witn Lhe aim of ke draflt stralegy “or tne following reasons.

e Tkosileis located acjacerl o an exisling rural residential 2o-ed arcg angc a minor ang contiguous cstonsion of Lhe ox’sticg arban
arca:

o  Trkereeoning would relain the FSR and height slandacd wa'en gpplics to Lhe land cnsuring it would maniain the distinct characior
of lhz Czomba Park comrrunil eg;

o  Thko propesa woule prolecl Prgh valuc envireanmaenls, i~cludirg sigrificant coastal la<os, estuarics, acuifers, Lhreatienes scocies,
vegelat on communilics eand hazilal corrido-s by ensuring ~ow cowveloament avo'ds Lhese importanlarcas 2+d the'r caleckhmonts;

e Tho prozosal would imit developrreclin places conslrairod by coosla srocesses, weillards, acd landscapes of hign scenic ans
corsorval on valag; anz

o  Tkeland car be made suilgble by lovelicg Lhe small portion of tne and subject wo floocing,

o Thelandis curreniy used 2s a holiday home and not used for natural ~esources ar as fasrng land;

. It wou d be suilable Lo cxpanc the resident’al vse adjacenl 1o the exist'ng village w0 cnsure effcctive ard elflicienl ce very of
irfrasiruciure anc services,

Q4 - s the planning proposal consisient with a Council’s local stralegy or other focal sfrategic plan?

4.3.5 Great Lakes Active Ageing Strategy 2015-2018
As groviously identifed, the former Grest _akes LGA has Lhe Fignest proserl o of pecp ¢ over 5C years and Counc’l Fas resaonced oy
adopl'ng tne Aclive Age'ng Slratcgy w0 ass’st in managng Lhe agicg popalation, Tac proposal is consislent witk Lhis St-ategy ss il w'l provide

for ine ~eeds of 1n's derrographic by previding addit’ ona housing supply and diversity,

Inaddizicn, Lhe prososa also sceks w0 improve cycloways/Toatpatng and canncclions wo Lhe “ulare parkand fercshore. Tno propcssl 2odresses
lhe requirerrenl of providing increased conneclvily,

4.3.6 Community Strategic Plan 2018-2030 (CSP)

Tke sroposal identiles 2 number of agtions Lhat are «elevant o Lhe propesal ~e al'ng lo creal neg 2 conrected comrunily and growing tne

=]

cconamy. The proposal 's cons'stent wilh tb's acl’or o Lhe SSP.

The C37 also has a zireclior relating to “rrpravicg the capacily of i~duslry and Lhe corrmunily to achicve Une best possizle sulcomaes “or Lhe
nawral erviconment The prososa srovides an opperlunily 1o previde a green pecastriandeyzl ng link belwees Lhe Civic Cemmrunity recinet

at 35 Moorooba Road Lo the Teal Poo Prec'nel via Tallawalla Roac ane provide 2 means o fund {ne upgrade soth srecingis.

G5 - Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable Stale Environmenlal Planning Policics?

Tre zroposals zonsistency wilh currenl Slate Z-vircnmental Plen~'ng Po "¢'es (SEPPs) and Regional Enviro-rrental ™ a~s (REPs), wn'ch are
deemed 52PPs, are surmarised n Lhe lable s ow.

SEPP (Koala Habitat Protection) 2020 The site is unlikely a Koala Habitat as the land includes limited native
gum trees and predominantly cleared and includes regrowth vegetation
no greater than 4m in height.
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The proposal provides an opportunity to provide riparian corridor and to
revegetate the site to create a future Koala habitat.

SEPP (Koala Habitat Protection) 2021

This SEPP applies to the Great Lakes local Area.

The SEPP encourages the conservation and management of natural
vegetation areas that provide habitat for koalas to ensure permanent
free-living populations will be maintained over their present range.

Historical records of koalas exist in the LGA, however there has never
been a Koala sighting at the site. Further, throughout the study area and
spotlighting also failed to detect the flora and fauna assessment as
constituting Core Koala Habitat as defined within the SEPP.

A Core Koala Habitat assessment can be provided with the future
planning proposal which will examine historical records, targeted scat
findings and scratching.

The proposal provides an opportunity to provide riparian corridor and to
revegetate the site to create a future Koala habitat.

SEPP (Aboriginal Land) 2019

An archaeological study of the land can be provided as part of a future
planning proposal to investigate and consultant to determine if there
are any potential aboriginal archaeology located at the site. There is
currently no known aboriginal archaeology located at the site.

SEPP (Activation Precincts) 2020

Not applicable

SEPP (Concurrences and Consents) 2018

Not applicable

SEPP (Educational Establishments and Child Care Facilities) 2017

Not applicable

SEPP (State and Regional Development) 2011

Not applicable

SEPP (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011

Not applicable

SEPP (Urban Renewal) 2010

Not applicable

SEPP (Western Sydney Parklands) 2009

Not applicable

SEPP (Exempt and Complying Development Codes) 2008

Not applicable

SEPP (Western Sydney Employment Area) 2009

Not applicable

SEPP (Kosciuszko National Park — Alpine Resorts) 2007

Not applicable

SEPP (Infrastructure) 2007

The future development application will potentially trigger a referral to
the RMS and Ausgrid.

SEPP (Mining, Petroleum Production and Extractive Industries) 2007

Not applicable

SEPP (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006

Not applicable

SEPP (State Significant Precincts) 2005

Not applicable

SEPP (Building Sustainability Index: BASIX) 2004

The BASIX SEPP requires residential development to achieve mandated
levels of energy and water efficiency.

SEPP (Housing) 2021

Not applicable

SEPP (Penrith Lakes Scheme) 1989

Not applicable

SEPP (Kurnell Peninsula) 1989

Not applicable
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SEPP No. 19 Bushland in Urban Areas

Not applicable

SEPP No. 21 Caravan Parks

Not applicable

SEPP No. 33 Hazardous and Offensive Development

Not applicable

SEPP No. 36 Manufactured Home Estates

Not applicable

SEPP No. 47 Moore Park Showgrounds Not applicable

Not applicable

SEPP No. 50 Canal Estate Development

Not applicable

SEPP No. 55 Remediation of Land

A detailed contamination assessment can be provided as part of a future
planning proposal to determine if there is any contamination of the land
and to provide recommendations which would form part of a
Remediation Action Plan.

SEPP No. 64 Advertising and Signage Not applicable

Not applicable

SEPP No. 65 Design Quality of Residential Apartment Development

Not applicable

SEPP No. 70 Affordable Housing (Revised Schemes)

Not applicable

SEPP Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas

Not applicable

SEPP Coastal Management 2018

Not Applicable

SEPP (Gosford City Centre) 2018

Not Applicable

Draft Environment SEPP

Any existing significant vegetation at the site is able to be retained as
part of any future proposal. The future masterplan for the land can
provide a green pedestrian/cycling link between the Civic Community
Precinct at 86 Moorooba Road to the Tidal Pool Precinct via Tallawalla
Road.

Draft SEPP Primary Production and Rural Development

The current C4 Environmental Living land use zone prohibits primary
production at the site and primary production would not be suitable for
the land given its location to a natural lake. Therefore, the proposed
rezoning will not reduce potential primary production in the locality.

Sydney Regional Environmental Plan No. 8 — Central Coast Plateau Areas

Not applicable

Sydney Regional Environmental Plan No. 9 — Extractive Industry

Not applicable

SREP No. 16 — Walsh Bay Not applicable

Not applicable

SREP No. 20 — Hawkesbury-Nepean River

Not applicable

SREP No. 24 — Homebush Bay Area

Not applicable

SREP No. 26 — City West

Not applicable

SREP No. 30 - St Marys

Not applicable

SREP No. 33 — Cooks Cove

Not applicable

Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005

Not applicable

Greater Metropolitan REP No. 2 — Georges River Catchment

Not applicable
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State Environmental Planning Policy Assessment
Willandra Lakes REP No. 1 — World Heritage Property Not applicable
Murray REP No. 2 — Riverine Land Not applicable

Q6 - Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable Ministerial Directions {s9.1 directions)?
Trhe Manni~g Froposal’s corgistency wtbh applicable scoton 9.0 Ministeria Zicectionsis oul nes in Table 2.

Table 8. Consistency with SEPPs and REPs
Ministerial Direction ‘ Assessment

Employment and Resources

1.1 Business and Industrial Zones There is an opportunity to provide a small portion of retail at the site to encourage employment growth

X in the suburb and support the viability of the town.
(a) encourage employment growth in

suitable locations,

(b) protect employment land in business
and industrial zones, and

(c) support the viability of identified
strategic centres

1.2 Rural Zones Not Applicable, the site is zoned C4 Environmental Living

1.3 Mining, Petroleum Production and Not Applicable.
Extractive Industries

1.4 Oyster Aquaculture Not applicable Not Applicable.

1.5 Rural Lands Not Applicable, the site is zoned C4 Environmental Living

Environment and Heritage

2.1 Environmental Protection Zones This direction aims to conserve and protect environmentally sensitive areas. The site is largely cleared
and there is a small portion of remnant existing vegetation regrowth. The proposal is able to retain
significant mature trees where possible and provide an opportunity to provide a riparian corridor which
can connect the exiting park, future park and foreshore area. Therefore, the proposal will not result in
any serious or irreversible impacts

A biodiversity Study and Vegetation Management Plan will be provided with the future planning proposal
to address biodiversity impacts and koala habitat.

The proposal is consistent with this Direction.

2.2 Coastal Management Not applicable

2.3 Heritage Conservation Not applicable

2.4 Recreation Vebhicle Areas Not applicable

2.5 Application of E2 and E3 Zones and Not applicable

Environmental Overlays in Far North

Coast LEPs

2.6 Remediation of Contaminated Land It is proposed to retain the zoning of the site and the proposed additional storey would not increase the

potential risk of contamination in relation to the land.

Housing, Infrastructure and Urban Development
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3.1 Residential Zones

The Planning Proposal is consistent with the direction for the following reasons:

= The proposal can provide a mix of dwelling types to meet future population needs. The site is well
placed to accommodate low density residential uses.

= The proposal will make efficient use of existing services and infrastructure adjoining any existing village.
It will provide sufficient housing to help meet infill housing targets and reduce the need for land release
on the metropolitan fringe.

= Residential accommodation in this location will have minimal impact on the natural environment or
resource lands. This is because the site is already largely cleared and are not constrained by natural
hazards. The proposal is consistent with the scale supported by Council through its adopted Planning
Study.

Home Estates

3.2 Caravan Parks and Manufactured

Not applicable

3.4 Integrating Land Use and Transport

Not applicable

Aerodromes

3.5 Development Near Licensed

Not applicable

3.6 Shooting Ranges

Not applicable

3.7 Reduction in non-hosted short term
rental accommodation period

Not applicable

Hazard and Risk

4.1 Acid Sulphate Soils

Section 6 of the Direction states that a planning authority must not prepare a planning proposal that
proposes an intensification of land uses unless an acid sulphate soils study assessing the appropriateness
of the change of land use has been prepared. The preparation of Acid Sulphate Soil Study can be provided
as part of a future planning proposal ensuring consistency with this Direction.

4.2 Mine Subsidence and Unstable Land

Not applicable

4.3 Flood Prone Lane

A small portion of the site is identified as being located within the 1 in 100 year flood planning area.

The ministerial direction stipulates a planning proposal must not rezone land within the flood planning
area from Recreation, Rural, Special Purpose or Environmental Protection Zones to a Residential,
Business, Industrial or Special Purpose Zones.

Notwithstanding this, the Ministerial Direction stipulates a planning proposal may be inconsistent with
the terms of this direction only if the planning proposal authority can satisfy the Secretary of the
Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (or their nominee) that:

“(a) the planning proposal is in accordance with a floodplain risk management study or plan adopted
by the relevant Council in accordance with the principles and guidelines of the Floodplain Development
Manual 2005, or

(b) where there is no council adopted floodplain risk management study or plan, the planning proposal
is consistent with the flood study adopted by the council prepared in accordance with the principles of
the Floodplain Development Manual 2005 or

(c) the planning proposal is supported by a flood and risk impact assessment accepted by the relevant
planning authority and is prepared in accordance with the principles of the Floodplain Development
Manual 2005 and consistent with the relevant planning authorities’ requirements, or

(d) the provisions of the planning proposal that are inconsistent are of minor significance as
determined by the relevant planning authority”.

The future planning proposal will be supported by a flood and risk impact assessment in consultation with
the MidCoast Council and prepared in accordance with the principles of the Floodplain Development
Manual 2005.

It is planned that a portion of the land fronting the foreshore will not include residential development
and/or level designed to support a residential use.
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A portion of the land within flood zone can be retained as the C4 Environmental Living zoning,
alternatively the entire site can be rezoned to RU5 Village and the flood planning area map and site
specific DCP can be designed to ensure no residential floor area is located below the flood planning level.

4.4 Planning for Bushfire Protection

Not applicable

Regional Planning

5.2 Sydney Drinking Water Catchments
Not applicable

Not applicable

5.3 Farmland of State and Regional
Significance on the NSW Far North Coast

Not applicable

5.4 Commercial and Retail Development
along the Pacific Highway, North Coast

Not applicable

5.9 North West Rail Link Corridor Strategy

Not applicable

5.10 Implementation of Regional Plans

The proposal is consistent with this Direction. This proposal outlines an assessment demonstrating the
achievement of the objective of this Direction

5.11 Development of Aboriginal Council
land

Not applicable

Local Plan Making

6.1 Approval and Referral Requirements

This is an administrative requirement for Council.

6.2 Reserving Land for Public Purposes

This is an administrative requirement for Council.

6.3 Site Specific Provisions

The proposal is consistent with this direction.

The proposal does not seek to impose multiple unnecessarily restrictive site-specific land use zones, rather
a single RUS Village zoning with specific constraints to be addressed by a site specific DCP.

Metropolitan Planning

7.3 Parramatta Road Corridor Urban

Transformation Strategy

Not applicable

7.4 Implementation of Northwest Priority
Growth Area Land Use and Infrastructure
Implementation Plan

Not applicable

7.5 Implementation of Wilton Priority
Growth Area Interim Land use and
Infrastructure Implementation Plan

Not applicable

7.6 Implementation of Wilton Priority
Growth Area Interim Land Use and
Infrastructure Implementation Plan

Not applicable

7.7 Implementation of Glenfield to
Macarthur Urban Renewal Corridor

Not applicable

7.8 Implementation of Western Sydney
Aerotropolis Plan

Not applicable

7.9 Implementation of Bayside West
Precincts 2036 Plan

Not applicable
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7.10 Implementation of Planning | Not applicable
Principles for the Cooks Cove Precinct

7.11 Implementation of St Leonards and | Not applicable
Crows Nest 2036 Plan

7.12  Implementation of  Greater | Notapplicable
Macarthur 2040

7.13 Implementation of the Pyrmont | Not applicable
Peninsula Place Strategy

1.1 Environmental, Social and Economic Impact

Q7 - Is there any likelihood that critical habilal or threalened specics, populations or ccological communitics, or their habifals will be
adversely affecled as a resull of the proposal?

Tre site docs ~ot 'nclude any significant ceasla  akes, cstuaries, aqu™fors, know~ Lhreatened scocoics or vegelal an communit'es, habis:
corrdors, weidancs, and ardscapes of Fgh sconic or conserval'or value. The 'l is prodomicnily cleared, tnougk noudes rorrandant
regrowin vogation wk'en contributes Lo tho village.

Trerozoning o Lhe ardis ab ¢ woaccommecate Lhe rotertion of any cxisting vegelation and arovide a green litk belwoon Lhe exisling park,
future sark a~d foreskere groviding a w'ldlifc comridor ard sedest-iac lick. Trerefore, Lhe prososal srovides an epportunily o sign ficantly
improve the ex’sticg critical nak'tat or Lhrealenee ssoec’es, popu al’ers or ecolog'cal communitios by revegetaticg the sile ans provicing a
ripatia~ corrcar. A coolegoy ang biodv'erst’y siudy will be provided wilh any “Llure p anning prepesal.

Q8 - Arc Lhere any olher likely environmenlal effects as a resull of Lhe planning proposal and how are they proposed {o be managed?

Trhesitcis ree o rrajor consirainis, Tnercare ne ke yvenvironmental of ‘ocis asseciales with Lhe “ature develeprrent of the lane thal cancot
be suitgbly mitigaled Lhroagh furlaer design doveleprrent, Prelire nary invesl gations Fave been urderlaken as cut ned 20 ow,

4.3.7 Flooding

Tre Wallis La<c Foroshore (F cod plar) Ris< Managemea-l Study has coen presares by the MidCeas: Council and ident’fes the site ‘s sabjoc:
lo flogging. Tho fgares belew i wslrale Lhe cifferent cxlents of flooding impacis waich azp y 1o ke site bacsd on ing axisling Mlocd studics
anc oy Lhe year 2060 and 2100 ag a resall of clirmate change, [Uis evicent 1nat oy Lhe year 2100 a grcater periicn portion of ke land will be
flocsed carng a b year ARl ovent given the current lard lovel, [Lis sroposed wo meslrict residentia devolopment withn tbe foresnare arca

whicnwllinc ade a lloor level ess Lhan 1ng 100 Year ARI 2120 floed level, There are twe oztions 1o aderess Lnis wh'ch arc cull'ned below:

A paorlion of the land located witk'n {ng 1in "GO year ARI for the yeas 2700 coule be rela neg as the cone C4 Environmenlal Living ang the
portion of the land corlai~"ng tke Probable Maxmurr = oce eve (PMT) could oo parl y Plled andscr inc ades dwelling desiens which ensure a
520mm rocboars abog Lhe " in 100 year AR fo-tho year 2100, Alterant vely, Lhe entiqo site could be rezonece to RUS VI agea-d the rostrctions
ir 7ga lio~ 1o Lhe flocging be incudee wilnin tke 2P anc a site specific D™ delail tke cesired “awire ind cal've layout for the rrasle-plan

ang inclage spocfic Mlood mil gation meawres. The fuwu-c planning progsosa wio newde 2 delailed Meod study wilnrecorrmencalioss,
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Design Flood Level (mAHD)
Design Flood Level (mAHD)

SYEAR AR| - 1.38
SYEAR ARI - 1.38 —

20 YEAR ARI - 1.54
20 YEAR AR - 1.54 <

" | 100 YEAR ARI - 186
100 YEAR AR -1 86

| |
|

Source: MidCoast Council Source: MidCoast Council

Source: MidCoast Council

4.3.8 Bushfire
Thesite is currendy nol idontificd as seing alfocted by busnfire.

hewwitkslanging this 2 drat bushlire threal asscasmerl [o- Lhe sabjeet site will be proviced as part of a futue zlannng proposal. Tre
assessmrceLwll be uncartaken inaccorcance wila relevant legis al'en a~d Prannicg for Bush™re Prowweticn 2006 gudel nes,

4.3.9 Aboriginal Archaeology
A Cullural Heritage asscssrrent wil ze proviced for 1ne sile as parl of a “ulure slanning propesal.

A scarch of ke QEH Azorigical Herdlage Informalior Managemo-l Sysierr (A M3 has seer provided whicn covered a radias of 50
surrounzing the study arca, Tne scaren rovealed silesin Lhe regiora arca bul no sites bad been previowsly recorded in 1ne "'mmediate slucy

arca,
Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710 N
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4.3.10 Traffic

ATralfic mrpazl Assessre~t wll be proveed witn g “ulure plan-ing prepscal. Tao assessrenl wl rovew Lhe existng trafflic network, like y
ircrogsc noraffic and progosee “ulare reac ane foctpatn conneet 'ons to the cxisticg road network.

Whlst lhere wil be a nelincrease in lra™f e gencration wne~ comaared Lo current condit’ons, thisincrease is conscicred lai boe neg "gible
ang wo do nol ervisage any adverse impacis Lo tne performanze of surrounding niersceclions and Lherofere {ne suround ng ~oad nelwars
is cxpectee Lo oserate gt currenl levels. The proposal is considered supporighle on traffic related consideral ors,

4.3.11 Soils and Groundwater

A Preliminary Site Cantamiralion Asscss~ent will be arovided for the e'te as part of 8 [ulu-e plar-i~g aroposal. There ‘s un ko y any

widessread contamnat on or b gh concenlretions of corlarm nation at Lhe sile given ke nislorical ase of the sile.
4.3.12 European Heritage

A Cullaral Her'iege assessreen: will be provides “or tne site as part ol a lulu e plarnirg sroposal. There is u~ “kely any sign”fican: Europee~

Feritage relaticg le Lhe subject site given the historical use of Lhe lanz.
4.3.13 Stormwater and Hydrology

A Stormwaler ang Fydralegy asscesmant wil bo proviced for Lhe site 23 parl o a ‘uture plann'ng preopasal. Consiceration w’ll need 1o e
given as pgrt o the “ature 2CP of the fulure drainage ~olwork of Lhe sile s~d wo Lhe forgskore. The fulure DCP will csiaal'sh a wator quality

principles to manage waier quality discharge from Lhe site to any rococe’vicg wators.
Q% - Has the planning proposal adequately addresscd any social and economic cffects?
4.3.14 Economic and Social Benefits

A Social and Zcenor'e Asscssment Tor the propesal will oo arovided as pari o a fuure p acring proposal, The assessme-l will exam'ne tne
impacis o lhe prepasal of ke polenlal fulure residential lzis apen Coorr s Vllage.

A review of Lhe local bous'ng mar<et cencluced Lhat Coomba Village has a namaer of ettribuics thal ~a<e il attractive anz thal it wou d be
able o sasiain the sugjoct propasal,

The exising soc'al nfrastracturs was roviewed in the lght 27 ko changing populal’on. “he ocal arca s well served by corrrunity “aci itics
ang services nowever cxisling puslic wranspart gpliors arc poor, ¢ 1ne scrvices w'l mainy be accessible va privaie molos venic e,
Dependence o Lhe moworvekicle s comrrenin rural arcas ard has 2 number of social costs, inclucing sec’al cxclusion because fower mobi o
people arc cut off rom accessicg services and engagng wilh Lhe corrmunity. To mit'gale these costs, Lhere are Lhe fo ow'ng sowential
ccoremic ans sos’al berells to oe provdes:

. Degication of lang glorg the foreshore arca Lo Council Lo enab o a largor puslic open space arca adjoining Lhe forcskore cath
faci itics ans public pars;

. Erracl 'shment of tne foraskore arca acd cxisticg oatb lacililes whizgn arc 'nnece of repair aod uzgrados.,

. proeviding a groen pedesirisn/eyclirg lin< setween Lhe Civic Comrrunity Precirct at 84 Meorooba Reac wo the Tical Pogl Preginet
via Tallawa la Roac; and

. Tre polenlial arovisior of ~e’ghbourhood shops ang calé/eslaura~l to provide addit'ena retai oplions for residents and suzpor:
lhe use of Lhe puglic balhs.,

The coal grovision of sorre facilitios witnin Lhe swudy area will ke consicered 'notbe detailes design acd nierrral’on about gxisling servicos
should be proviced o ~ewres zorls,

Oweral, Lhe sabjoct proposa wll a 3¢ have posilive econorric impagts, Lhroagh “ow-on efesis of constraction end Lhe ‘nereases rela’l
sperdngic lae low-ship, Itis anticipated tnal developrre~l wi nave a pesilive social impact and is likely Lo have a ¢l cconorric senefis

4.3.15 State and Commonwealth Interests
Q10 - Is there adequale public infrastructure for the planning proposal?

Reticalated sewer ane waler, cleciricity and telccommunications nirast-aclure are ava'lable to the sabject sile and henee il is corsicares

Llhatinere s adequale puslicinlrastructure availasle or suitasle capacily “or upgrading at Lhe propenents expensc.

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
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Q11 - What are the views of slale and Commonweallth public aulhorilics consulied in accardance with the Galeway determination?
he consullalior w'lh 52t or Carrmonwealtk aulhorit'es has boen carried out Lo cale an ke 2 arnicrg Proposal.

Tre Galeway Delerr natan wll adv'sc the pable aulnartics 1o be corsulies as parl o7 {02 Mann ng Proposal process, Ary issucs raises wl
be ircorporated nto tnis Planning Proposal “cllowing consullalion in Lhe puslic exhibition perizd.

In accordarce wilh Lhe Geteway Delerminat’on, puslic cxhisiticn of the plasnirg srocosal 's recuired for a renirrum of 25 days. Norlh
Sycney Council must camply wilh the nol'ce requirements for puslic exhibtion of plarnicg preposals in Section 5.5.2 of A guice wo prosar ng

ceal ervicanmental pans.

Tre lollowi~g amendrrenls arc recomrmended o 1ne Greetl Lakes LEP 2012 in re alior Lo the land at 1 Ta lawalla Road, Coomba Park:

. Reeore a portion of ke land from C£ E-vicronmental Livirg 1o RL5 Village;

. Recore 430m2 of the lard fror C4 Znviconmenial Lving Lo RE1Puslic Rocroalion;
. Reotair of a partien of 1ne ard to ine foresnore as C4 Envronmrenlal Civng anc

o  Trke gorlior of Lhe lang coced RUS Village includes 2 700m2 mirimam lat sizo.

It is envisaged wkal a fulure sile spec@ic DCP wou d irclude a pedeslrian / cycling green ling from Lhe Commur-ivy Civic Procinct at 84
Mocrocha Rcac to Lhe T'dal Moo Precicclvia Tellawal a Road Lo improve public aceess, Furlaer, ke sile specific DCP would incluc e contrcls
Lo ensure the masterp an s designes Lo mit'gale any fulure flood rroacls o Tuu-s cwellicgs whick arce currencly identif'ed wilhi= Ane " in
1C0 yoar 2100 PYF,

Source: MidCoast Council Rural Strategy (amended)

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
8 wWater zo Siresr da-ie @paroconsulting.com.ac
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Pare Cansu Ungroaf™rm Lheir supperl for ke proposed Drafl MicCoas: Rara Stralegy provices a conso daled placform far cons derirg how
anz and waler resources gatside our lowns and villages are expected to be used ane developed i Lhe coming dezsdes and which will
calabl sk a~endrrects le the Lecal Exvicenmental Plan and Developmenl Control Plan, As por ing assessmaontincluded within Lhe subrrission,
we [urther belicve tnere Lo be apportun 'ty for Lhe MidCoasl Council lo achicve & exceed bolh tng'r abject’ves of the Draft MidCoast Rural
Stralegy inazdilion o Llhe sroader 2'mes of Lhe Draft updaicd Hunter Regioral Pas 2641 sabjeet Lo e relinement anc adztions of the

aforementioned recomrendations.

Akoy abjeclive of the dralt apdalee Hunter Regional Plan 204118 1o exploro expanding ~ura residenlial lance ccaled azjace~t lo an exist'ng
rural residential zoned arca and which is a mircr anc contigucus exlersion of Lhe existirg arzan arce, The proposal weuld supporlrurgllg~ds
by expacd ng Foasing wthin an existng corlqe waich provents voban spraw anc provdes greale use oF exisling sorv'ees ang alilit'os,
Furlher, ihe propossl deliveries several Lhe key objectives of the Corrmueily Stralegic Plan 2018-2030 Lhroughk the dodication of 430m? of
public and w0 Courcil, providicg 2 groen pecastrian/cye ing ink betweer Lhe Cvic Cammurity Prec'nel at 84 Moorocha Road lo tne Tda

Poo Prec'nel via Tallawalla Roac ang a mears to fund 2 rurrser of new anc apgrading of Coung’l owned recreat’on (acilit'cs.

Paro Censulling would ke 10 mect wilh Couang’l to dscuss Lhe itoms raisces above 'n further desi . Please comtecl me drecly to arrarge a

rreetng or discuss Tartner on 0422 983 N0 cr al danicl@ps roconsuliling.com.a.

Ki~d regards,

Danicl 3arkber

Dirczlor

B.P an (Hons) M.ProDey TP MPIA
Paro Consulling

Suize 1.02 TCAZ2%83710
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Michelle Jobson

From: haveyoursay@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Sent: Friday, 28 January 2022 12:28 PM

To: MidCoast Council

Subject: Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Form Submission

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

0% o

V4 HAVE YOUR SAY‘. MIDCOAST
Share what matters to you ‘ COU[’]C”

Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast
Rural Strategy Form Submission

There has been a submission of the form Make an online submission - Draft MidCoast

Rural Strategy through your Have Your Say website.

First Name

Land Dynamics

Last Name

Australia

Your email address

susan.blake@Ildynamics.com.au

Your best contact phone number
+10265832677

Suburb
Port Macquarie NSW
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Postcode
2444

Property address of interest
Lot 50 DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253, Lots 4,5,6,7 DP 249361 The Lakes Way - Berts
Farm / Pipers Bay South

Property suburb of interest

Forster

Submission subject

Attached is a submission to the Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy from Land Dynamics
Australia on behalf of McCloy Group regarding Lot 50, DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253,
Lots 4-7 DP 249361, The Lakes Way, Forster - Berts Farm / Pipers Bay South.

Please provide your submission here and/or upload your supporting documents
below.

Attached is a submission to the Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy from Land Dynamics
Australia on behalf of McCloy Group regarding Lot 50, DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253,
Lots 4-7 DP 249361, The Lakes Way, Forster - Berts Farm / Pipers Bay South.

Upload Submission details and/or supporting documents

e 20220128 Submission to Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy Berts Farm 5536.pdf

To view all of this form's submissions, visit

https://haveyoursay.midcoast.nsw.gov.au/index.php/dashboard/reports/forms new/data/46
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy

Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South
Lot 50 DP 753168

Lot 100 DP 1280253

- &Lots 4,5,6,7 DP 249361
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5536 Submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

Prepared for:
McCloy Group
Prepared By:
Land Dynamics Australia
77 Lord Street Port Macquarie NSW 2444 - PO Box 2459 Port Macquarie NSW 2444

T: 02 6583 2677 E: pm@Idynamics.com.au
www.ldynamics.com.au

Name Date
Prepared By Susan Blake 28/01/2022
Michael Summers 28/01/2022

Disclaimer

This report was prepared in accordance with the scope of works set out in correspondence between the client and Land
Dynamics Australia. To the best of Land Dynamics Australia’s knowledge, the report presented herein accurately reflects the
Client’s intentions when the report was printed. However, it is recognised that conditions of approval at time of consent, post
development application modification of the proposals design, and the influence of unanticipated future events may modify
the outcomes described in this report.

Land Dynamics Australia used information and documentation provided by external persons, companies and authority. Whilst
checks were completed by Land Dynamics Australia to ensure that this information and/or documentation was accurate, it has
been taken on good faith and has not been independently verified. It is therefore advised that all information and conclusions
presented in this report apply to the subject land at the time of assessment, and the subject proposal only.

Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 2 of 15
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5536 Submission - Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this submission is to provide MidCoast Council comments on the Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy,
with respect to our client’s subject site at The Lakes Way, Forster.

This submission is made on behalf of the McCloy Group regarding Lot 50 DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253, and
Lots 4 to 7 DP 249361 known as Berts Farm.

Council’'s “Have Your Say” Overview section of their website indicates with respect to the subject review:

“Rural areas of the MidCoast are prosperous and resilient, reflecting the diversity of the landscape
and the welcoming character of the people who live and work here.

Rural areas across the MidCoast make up 95% of the total geographic area, making them a
defining feature of the region.

The Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy is the final body of work to be undertaken before we start
developing a new, contemporary set of planning controls for the MidCoast - including a Local
Environmental Plan (LEP) and a Development Control Plan (DCP) - that will cater for our
community now and into the future... while ensuring we maintain the unique character of our
existing towns, villages and rural areas.

The Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy provides a consolidated platform for considering how land and
water resources outside our towns and villages are expected to be used and developed in the
coming decades. It also establishes a program of actions Council and other stakeholders can take
to facilitate the sustainable use of the region’s assets.”

In preparing this submission, the following documents have been reviewed:

e Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy — June 2021

e Hunter Regional Plan 2036 and draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041
e Urban Release Areas Report - July 2021

e Local Strategic Planning Statement

A review of the Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy identified this is the final body of research and review required to
inform the preparation of the new MidCoast LEP and DCP. The Strategy sets out to achieve four key goals:

Goal 1: Sustain Primary Production and Opportunities
Goal 2: Enhance Rural Lifestyles and Livelihoods
Goal 3: Protect Natural Landscapes

Goal 4: Improve Planning and Plan-making in practice

Some of the recommended changes include — a single rural zone, minimum 40-hectare lot size for subdivision and
dwelling entitlement. Importantly for the subject site, the Strategy identifies that some rural zoned areas will be
rezoned E4 Environmental Living. This rezoning is proposed where rural lifestyle properties are not used for
agriculture, or where these properties are next to national park, sensitive vegetation, or waterway to allow for a
range of small-scale residential, tourist and rural lifestyle activities but prevents other land uses that would impact
on the environmental value of the property or adjoining areas.

Berts Farm is presently zoned RU2 Rural Landscape under Great Lakes LEP 2014 but has been identified as a
site for future urban development under Council’s strategic documents. As such, this proposed rezoning is in

Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 4 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

contradiction with the planning which has occurred to date on the subject land. A review of the site identifies that
a large portion of the site being Lot 100 DP 1280253 and part of Lot 50 753168 along the Lakes Way and the rear
land on Lots 4 to 7 DP 24936 has manageable constraints which would not preclude urban development, and the
front portion of site has been proposed for future residential land consistent with previous determinations. There is
extensive history of the review on this land including numerous specialist reports relating to flooding, groundwater,
and biodiversity amongst others by the current owners and Great Lakes Council (prior to amalgamation) for the
purposes of urban development on the subject land.

Most notable is the extensive work and investigations which have already occurred as part of the South Forster
Structure Plan. The environmental constraints were exhaustively reviewed and detailed within the Structure Plan
and a suitable area for development identified.

There is also history of a Land & Environment Court case in 2014 and resultant resolution of Great Lakes Council
in 2014 “to satisfactorily collaborate in a Master Plan which reflects the opportunities and constraints as discussed
in the meeting between Council and landowners”.

We strongly object to Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South being excluded from future rezoning for residential purposes
and request that Lot 100 DP 1280253 and part of Lot 50 DP 753168 along the Lakes Way and the rear land on
Lots 4 to 7 DP 24936 be identified for infill urban development, not rezoned to E4/C4 Environmental Living.

As the last area of disturbed and cleared land and southern most residential link to Forster, we implore Council to
extend the identified Urban Release Area in the MidCoast Urban Release Areas Report 2021 to be endorsed by
DPIE to include the full extent of this land for rezoning to urban purposes not rezoned E4/C4 Environmental Living
as identified in the draft MidCoast Rural Strategy. We agree that part of Lot 50 DP 753168 may have ecological
value worthy of protection, and the current owners are presently considering part of this land for a Biodiversity
Stewardship Site due to its ecological values. However, the adjoining disturbed land to the south is cleared and
managed, and development for urban purposes can be undertaken sympathetically to deliver future housing whilst
still protecting the environmental land.

TUNCURRY

TN S F BT

Ao o a -
i 150 3 | AT W DR,
i P ey Kt {27}

iR

Figure 1: Location of site with reference to the surrounding area (source: www.Sixmaps.nsw.gov.au)

Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 5 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

2. SITE & CONTEXT

The Site

The subject land is collectively known as Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South and may be described as be Lot 50 DP
753168, Lot 100 DP 128053, and Lots 4 to 7 DP 249361, The Lakes Way, Forster. The land is located on the
western side of The Lakes Way, on the southern edge of Forster town centre. Refer to Figures 1 and 2.

DT 53166

Figure 2: Aerial Image of the Subject Land (source: www.Sixmaps.nsw.gov.au)

There is an existing road reserves which dissects the site, as shown in the image above. Lots 4-7 DP24936 are
used for small-scale grazing purposes, and we understand that the whole of the land is regularly managed by
slashing for bushfire control. Lot 100 DP 1280253 is a site for model aircraft and includes a landing strip. These
land areas contain scattered vegetation only and is very disturbed. Part of Lot 50 DP 753168 has valued
environmental and ecological values.

Surrounding Land Uses

Berts Farm site is located on the southern edge of Forster, approximately 6km from the CBD and 3km from the
main Stockland’s Shopping Centre. Along The Lakes Way contains a variety of land uses and forms of
development from residential to commerecial.

Immediately to the north of the site are residential developments including Palm Lakes Resort and Secura Lifestyle
Resort and Follyfoot Farm nearing completion. Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South is also directly opposite the
approved development of the Seven Mile Beach Resort on the opposite side of The Lakes Way, which is a
significant urban development.

Below is a photographic aerial image of the site and surrounds, which indicates construction works commenced or
underway with respect to nearby residential developments to the north and east. The residential development of
the large parcel of cleared residential land to the north-east at Carmona Lane is also expected shortly and a
development application has been lodged with Council.

Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 6 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

& Vertical

Figure 3: Aerial Image of the Subject Land in relation to other developments (source: www.nearmap.com)

Previous Applications & Discussions with Council

The current landowner advised of a DA approval for a tavern hotel on Lot 2 DP 249361.

It was also indicated that later an application for neighbourhood shops adjoining that hotel was proposed, but that
application was refused by Council and was then subject of a Land & Environment Court case in 2014. It is our
understanding that the judgment indicated that the strategic planning of the site should be progressed, and the
neighbourhood shops were premature until that occurs. The applicant and Council were encouraged to undertake
a joint collaborative Master Plan for the future development of DP 249361. Great Lakes Council then resolved to
proceed with that Master Plan, and resultant resolution of Great Lakes Council in 2014 “to satisfactorily collaborate
in a Master Plan which reflects the opportunities and constraints as discussed in the meeting between Council and
landowners”. Negotiations and discussions with Council to date included a senior’s living residential development
on Lots 2 and 3 as part of that Master Plan.

A review of the judgement Inquiry Property Investments Pty Ltd v Great Lakes Council [2014] NSWLEC 1056
confirms that:

e The site has been subject to extensive planning and is suitable for sensitive urban development.

o States: “38. As explained by Mr Busby, the RU2 zone is effectively a holding zone, prior to the necessary
environmental studies being carried out that will ultimately determine the appropriate land use pattern for
the site and surrounding area. In my view, the strategic value of the site is a more important consideration
than the largely artificial assessment against the RU2 zone objectives as this does not reflect the proper
long term planning objectives for the site and the area”.

- Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 7 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

e States at Points 56 and 57: “the site will ultimately be used for urban development of some type” and also
indicated that with respect to ecological development that it “is more of a failing of the poor strategic
location of the neighbourhood shops than an issue with ecologically sustainable development’”.

Following the judgement, Council resolved on 10 June 2014 as a priority, to proceed with the rezoning and
preparation of development controls for Lots 1 - 7 DP 249361, The Lakes Way, South Forster.

Subsequently, as will be addressed in the report below, the subject land has been subject of extensive
investigations and continues to be pursued as land for urban purposes.

As indicated by the following map extract from the Great Lakes LEP 2014, the subject site is currently zoned RU2
Rural Landscape, noting that the site is located on the southern and western edge of existing residential areas.

— ; ree E2

Figure 4: Zoning Map Extract Great Lakes LEP 2014
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

3. DISTRICT PLANNING & GROWTH STRATEGIES

The draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041 sets the strategic land use framework for the region. As the draft plan
identifies, collaboration between state and local government organisations is needed to identify and embrace new
investments, housing choices and lifestyle opportunities to retain the Hunter's position as a leading regional
economy. The regional plan draws from council’s local strategic planning statements and local planning strategies
to develop a program for short, medium, and long-term development. The draft Hunter Regional Plan has set the
following goals and principles:

A focus of the draft Hunter Regional Plan is creating a region made up of 15-minute and 30-minute mixed use
neighbourhoods, including as a response to the way people live and work considering COVID 19 shifts in how we
live and work. It identifies that people place value on local, vibrant, and connected neighbourhoods which can be
met within a 15-minute walk, bike, or drive and are close to recreational pursuits. The draft plan emphasises infill
approaches, has a renewed focus on green infrastructure and public space to enrich the experience of living in the
region. The draft plan also aims to reinforce the importance of equity in how people live, work and travel by
providing greater housing choice and affordability close to shops, jobs, and services.

The subject land at Berts Farm can provide this required housing diversity in Forster, close to green corridors and
recreational opportunities, and is well connected with a major regional CBD less than 6 kilometres and is 3km from
shopping and services. The subject land adjoins existing residential zoned land and has been considered in past
strategic documentation as able to provide for urban expansion. Therefore, Lot 100 DP 1280253 and part of Lot
50 DP 753168 along the Lakes Way and the rear land on Lots 4 to 7 DP 24936 should be identified in strategic
documentation as part of the existing urban fringe to Forster not rezoned to E4/C4 Environmental Living.

As the draft Hunter Regional Plan identifies, capitalising on these behavioural shifts requires a rethink of the role
and function of local neighbourhoods. There is a need to provide a diversity of housing choices and affordable
options to make neighbourhoods nimbler and more resilient, and responsive to change and growth should
complement the desired character and natural setting of an area. The draft plan emphasises providing diverse
housing choices through development proposals that respond to demographic trends and affordability, and housing
should be adaptable to enable residents to age in place.

Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 9 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

The McCloy Group are proposing to develop land at Bert's Farm/Pipers Bay South for land lease community living
and residential purposes, and a development application is to be lodged in early 2022. As the draft Hunter Regional
Plan envisages, the development will provide a higher density housing mix that is affordable, ensures provision of
recreational facilities, in-house services, pedestrian walkways connected with the natural surrounds of the site, and
enables healthy living immediately within the neighbourhood. The development will meet the community needs
within 15 minutes of a major centre. An environmental biodiversity stewardship site is being investigated to protect
ecological values of adjoining land, subject to the outcomes of current ecological surveys.

The subject land (Lot 100 DP128025 and Lots 4-7 DP 24936 and part of Lot 50 DP 753168) is cleared, and given
the property size and soil types, it is not considered valued agricultural land. Although the land is adjoining a
national park, it also adjoins residential zoned land. The land is located on the fringe of south Forster. As the draft
Hunter Regional Plan identifies, smaller growth areas in south Forster will be needed to supplement growth, and
the early resolution of environmental and infrastructure constraints will be needed to ensure their efficient release.
Therefore, the subject land being Lot 50 DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253 and Lots 4-7 DP 249361 is principally
able to meet the draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041 requirements, and should be considered for future urban
development, and urban purposes, not identified as rural or agricultural land as presently zoned or proposed for
rezoning to E4/C4 Environmental Living. A planning proposal to achieve a residential outcome at Bert's Farm is
currently being prepared by the McCloy Group in coordination with Land Dynamics.

Subject Site

Figure 5: Draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041, p. 118
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

Part of the subject site is identified in Council's MidCoast Urban Release Area Report 2021, and is located within
the current MidCoast Housing Strategy, but has not yet been rezoned for residential purposes as anticipated would
have occurred by now given the extensive investigations undertaken as part of the South Forster Structure Plan in
2006 and carried through to the various strategies since, as identified below.

The MidCoast Council completed its Local Strategic Planning Statement in September 2020. It identifies ten
planning priorities, along with short, medium, long term, and ongoing actions to monitor and report on the progress
of implementation and is closely aligned with the vision and key values set out in the MidCoast Community Strategic
Plan 2030 and the Hunter Regional Plan 2036.

Within the MidCoast Urban Release Area Report dated July 2021, Forster/Tuncurry are identified as two strategic
centres within the MidCoast. Council identifies that it is important that rezoning of land be undertaken now to cater
for the demand for new residential land releases and will need to incorporate increasing densities. Part of Berts
Farm has been identified in this plan as a nominated Urban Release Area to provide low density residential
development. We implore Council to extend the identified Urban Release Area in the MidCoast Urban Release
Areas Report 2021 to be endorsed by DPIE to include the full extent of this land for rezoning to urban purposes
not rezoned E4/C4 Environmental Living as identified in the draft MidCoast Rural Strategy. As indicated previously,
the McCloy Group are proposing to develop land at Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South for residential development.

Figure 6: Extract from MidCoast Urban Release Areas Report, p.47
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

Mid North Coast Regional Strategy dated March 2009

Within the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy dated March 2009, the subject site was identified as a Growth Area
on Map 9 of the document. An extract of the site is shown below, noting it includes the rear Lots 4 to 7 through to

the water to the west. This is a much larger area than in the currently identified in the MidCoast Urban Release
Area Report and within the MidCoast Housing Strategy.
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Figure 7: Extract Mid North Coast Regional Strategy dated March 2009

Hunter Regional Plan 2036

The Hunter Regional Plan 2036 identifies Taree and Forster / Tuncurry as the strategic centres in the MidCoast
area and makes the following comment with respect to housing. South Forster is specifically mentioned in this Plan
as an opportunity for future housing responsive to the changing demographics.

Figure 8: Extract Hunter Regional Plan 2036
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

MidCoast Housing Strategy

The site is identified a “Potential Residential Land” under the current MidCoast Housing Strategy, being “Infill urban
areas to match surrounds to establish long-term supply of residential land subject to rezoning”.

‘ 7/, POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL LAND

Figure 9: Extract MidCoast Housing Strategy

Below is a response to a submission to Council on 16 December 2020 regarding the site and the owner’s request
for the whole site to be included as potential urban land in the Housing Strategy. The review indicated that only the
current identified portion would remain.

Issue and response

5. Lots 1-7 DP249381 (Submission 282)

L ~ Request that the whaole site be included as ‘potential urban land’ in the Housing Strategy rather than the
front 3 Iots, consistent with the Mid North Coast Reglonal Strategy 2006-2031.

The South Forster Structure Plan 2006 identified significant constraints for Lots 4-7 on DP249361. As a result,
only the front portion of the site was identified as having potential to be developed for residential purposes.
The Housing Strategy reflects this work undertaken.

Recommendation: no change

Figure 10: Extract from Council Report - 16 December 2020

South Forster Structure Plan

The South Forster Structure Plan is dated February 2006 and is shown in the figures below.

Importantly, the Structure Plan states:

Caonclusions

The Precinct Plans presented above were
formulated In response to the environmental
constraints of the land and to have regard to
contemporary planning principles which emphasise
acocessible communities that will respond to the
needs of the future residents of the area.

The preferred land uses in those areas deemed fo
be suitable for development are clearly articulated
and the specific discussion provided in the various
chapters of the Structure Plan offers guidance as to
the desired outcomes for particular locations,

Figure 11: Extract South Forster Structure Plan

Also of note is that the Structure Plan identified possible tourist use of the western / central portion of the site, on
the entire site, beyond that shown in the recent strategies.

- Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 13 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

Figure 12: Extract South Forster Structure Plan

Precinct 5— Pipers Bay South

=

Main Elements

=  Environmentally sensitive areas procluded from
development.

= Low density residential housing on the more
elevated disturbed land.

= Peripheral roads adjacent to vegetated areas to
facilitate management of bushfire hazard and
provide nalural amenity to street frontages,

= Possible tourist development within the central
disturbed area subject to further investigation
and innovative design solutions.

e Possible cycle/pedestrian access to the
foreshare.

e Provision of a vegetated buffer along The Lakes
Way frontage for aesthetic and fauna corndor/

refuge purposes.
Figure 13: Extract South Forster Structure Plan — Precinct 5
- Job No. 5536 www.ldynamics.com.au Page 14 of 15
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Draft MidCoast Rural Strategy
Bert's Farm / Pipers Bay South, The Lakes Way, Forster

4. CONCLUSION

It is a disappointing response from MidCoast Council that Berts Farm (Lot 50 DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253,
and Lots 4 to 7 DP 249361) which has been identified suitable for additional or intensified development through
the successive strategic plans, is again being inappropriately assessed without a full analysis of constraints and
opportunities for the site. The subject land has been identified as appropriate for urban purposes within the
following report:

South Coast Structure Plan (2006) — Mapped.
Mid-Coast Regional Strategy (2006) - Mapped.
Hunter Regional Plan (2018) — Action 21.1.
Mid-Coast Housing Strategy (2020) — Mapped.
Mid-Coast Urban Release Areas Report — Mapped.
Draft Hunter Regional Plan 2041 - Mapped

S AL

As can be seen from reviewing the various strategies over the years, the developable portion of the land has been
reduced in size from the original South Forster Structure Plan conclusions in 2006 and Mid North Coast Regional
Strategy dated March 2009, to a smaller area in the current strategies. The McCloy Group has needed to respond
to Council’'s continuing changes within its strategic directions based on high-level analysis of the wider MidCoast
Council local government area, which has been noted by Council as being equivalent in size to the country of
Jamaica. The McCloy Group has been undertaking the relevant investigations to inform the exact extent of the
identified ‘additional or intensified development’ at Berts Farm rather than making determinations based on
assumptions. Rezoning the land, especially Lot 100 DP 1280253, and Lots 4 to 7 DP 249361 to a zone E4/C4
Environmental Living is contrary to State planning intent, and the land use constraint investigations being
undertaken by the McCloy Group. Council’s strategic and development decisions should be based on merit and a
full investigative analysis of the site at Berts Farm.

Given the readiness of the landowner and our client to proceed with the urban development of the site, further
discussions should occur between Council and the landowner as to the appropriate urban zone having regard to
Council's LEP changes underway and comprehensive LEP preparation, and the intended use of the land.

The draft MidCoast Rural Strategy should preclude part of Lot 50 DP 753168, Lot 100 DP 1280253, and Lots 4 to
7 DP 249361 Berts Farm from being rezoned E4/C4 Environmental Living. It is considered that orderly and efficient
development of the land can be achieved for urban purposes, whilst balancing the environmental constraints and
providing a community benefit.
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GYDE Consulting

25 January 2022

Adrian Panuccio

General Manager

MidCoast Council
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Panuccio
Re: Mid Coast Rural Strategy Public Exhibition — SPR 02/04

GYDE Consulting has prepared this submission to MidCoast Council (Council) on behalf of Paspaley Pearls
Properties Pty Ltd (our client). It responds to the public exhibition materials associated with Council’s draft
MidCoast Rural Strategy, and issues discussed in our meeting with Council staff on 22 November 2021.

The Paspaley family are proud to be an iconic Australian brand. Their business interests extend beyond pearling,
and including aviation, retail, pastoral holdings, and commercial properties. Their reputation is built on an
unwavering commitment to the pursuit of excellence, and they incorporate this philosophy into every aspect of
their operations.

The Paspaleys are also long-term strategic landowners and developers. They began acquiring land in the Smiths
Lake area in 1994. Their long-term intention is to create new projects that enhance the local ecology and
provide transformational opportunities for the local economy, leveraging the area's natural amenity and
strong visitor attraction. The nature and timing of new projects will continue to be influenced by market factors
and will rely on the continuity of a flexible and supportive planning control framework.

Three of our client's landholding (shown on Figure 1) are the impetus for this submission and our client has just
commenced a strategic planning initiative to develop options for further investments within this. Our submission
asks Council to consider the following when finalising the MidCoast Rural Strategy and proceeding with the
changes to planning controls (e.g., through LEP or DCP amendments) to implement its directions.

1. Land use permissibility. We demonstrate the importance of ensuring certain land uses remain permissible
with consent in order to attract the necessary investment and deliver some of Council’s most important
development and conservation objectives. We ask Council to consider this when making permissibility
decisions within any rural or environmental land use zone going forward.

2. Zone selection. Based on the range of strategically advantageous land uses terms considered in line with
the above, we ask Council to abandon the change in RU2 Rural Landscape zoning proposed for some of our
client’s properties and to work proactively with our client to set zoning framework that is best placed to attract
investment and allowing the merits of new projects to be considered through the DA process.

3. Place-based planning. While we acknowledge that the Rural Strategy has not been tasked to consider
integrated planning outcomes, our submission reiterates the need for place-based planning to clearly identify
the future intentions for land use outcomes, looking at the Pacific Palms-Charlotte Bay-Smiths Lake area

collectively.
Suite 2, Level 2, 21 Bolton St, Newcastle NSW 2300
GYDE.COM.AU
N-20014 ABN 58 133 501 774
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Figure 1: Location of our client's properties

Our client’s landholdings comprise 4 separate parcels of land:
e Sandbar Rd 1 (Lot 3 DP859640), forming part of 3434 The Lakes Way, Smiths Lake;
e Sandbar Rd 2 (Lot 1 DP 397504); and

e Sandbar & Bushland North (Lot 11 DP 793101) and South (Lot 11 DP793101), also forming part of 3434 The
Lakes Way, Smiths Lake

This area is already a popular location for visitors accessing Cellito Beach and Sandbar. Our client’s properties

collectively cater to this market, including existing facilities across the Sandbar & Bushland Holiday Park,

including:

e A mix of cabins, caravan sites, and campsites with direct frontage to Smiths Lake and boardwalk access to
Cellito Beach (500m walk).

e The Sandbar Golf Club, offering a nine-hole course in a majestic setting.
e Associated amenities, including a small shop for essentials.

Our client’s land and private road network is also regularly used as a through-route for people accessing the
public beaches and 4WD areas. Concerted considerations are required to establish the framework for public and
private sector investment going forward to balance increasing visitor demands with sustainable environmental
management actions.

1. LAND USE PERMISSIBILITY

We have recently conducted a review of government-endorsed strategic plans to inform our client’s strategic
planning initiative. Our key findings and recommendations are provided here for context only; they should be
treated as confidential and will be subject to further market testing and site-specific investigations.

Direction 6 of the Hunter Regional Plan 2036 sets out regional-level intentions to ‘Grow the economy of MidCoast
and Port Stephens’, acknowledging these areas’ shared attributes. A key focus of this direction is to facilitate
tourism projects that serve to diversify the tourist offering, leverage the accessibility that the Pacific Highway and
The Lakes Way afford. These sentiments are reflected in the updated Hunter Regional Plan (now on exhibition)
under the district Planning Priorities set out ‘Coastal District’.
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The MidCoast is marketed as the 'Barrington Coast Destination'. The Great Lakes area within this is renowned for
its pristine coastal lakes and swimming and surfing beaches. Our client’s properties are located just off The Lakes
Way, which is a renowned scenic tourist drive (Tourist Drive 6), well-positioned to provide unique and landmark
visitor experiences in line with regional-level directions.

Council’'s Destination Management Plan encourages the private sector to consider several ‘gamechanger’
projects within in the Great Lakes area, many of which (listed below) closely align with our client’s vision for low-
impact tourism-based uses within their broader landholding and will be investigated through the strategic and
master planning work that has just commenced.

o Great Lakes Great Walk and Aquatic Trail. Our client’s properties could form part of the 100km coastal
investigation area stretching from Forster to Hawks Nest.

o Great Lakes Eco-lodge. Council’s plan prefers this to be located somewhere near Blueys Beach, offering
ocean or lake views and be easily accessible from the proposed Great Lakes Great Walk and Aquatic Trail.

¢ Smiths Lake Eco-Village. Our client’s properties match Council’s preference for this to be located on the
ocean-side of Smiths Lake to attract sustainably-minded visitors. The project is envisaged to include public
spaces to host activities such as a local farmers market, as well as the infrastructure and amenities to support
hiking (e.g., paths, lookout points), kayaking, and surfing.

o High Ropes Adventure Park. Council flagged this type of project to strengthen the area's nature and
adventure-based offering but did not specify a particular location. Our client’s sites have the tall-trees and
sufficient space to develop a high ropes course, and the area already attracts adventure minded visitors.

o Centre of Excellence for the Environment and Wetlands (Smiths Lake). This was proposed as a public-
private collaboration project to showcase and reinforce Council's commitment to environmental sustainability
while also demonstrating the link between conservation and productivity.

e Aboriginal Health & Wellbeing Retreat. The MidCoast area is situated on the traditional lands of the Biripi
and Worimi people. Council flagged this type of project to strengthen the visitor economy while simultaneously
benefitting the local Aboriginal community. One type of product described is an 'Aboriginal Health and
Wellbeing Retreat' involving the cultivation of native plants to create spa-treatment products as well as unique
food experiences.

In addition to the above, a key strategy outlined in Council's Community Strategic Plan is to ensure that
community, sporting, recreational and cultural facilities and services reflect current and future needs. The NSW
Office of Sport has 10 Sport and Recreation Centres in NSW, set in scenic river, beach, bush or

alpine locations. There are currently no Sport and Recreation Centres located on the coast north of Lake
Macquarie. In our view, the Great Lakes would be an ideal location for this type of facility (subject to collaboration
with the NSW Office of Sport).

Based on our initial review, we consider the land use terms listed in Table 1 are either already operational within
our client’s landholding or are otherwise strategically advantageous to enabling the types of new projects
encouraged by regional and local planning directions. Retaining suitable approval pathways for these land use
terms would assist with attracting investment to enhance the local ecology and provide transformational
opportunities for the local economy.

The types of projects facilitated by these land use terms are fundamentally challenging to deliver from a
commercial perspective due to both market and site-specific complexities. Ensuring they remain ‘permissible with
consent’ across our client’s landholding would allow them to be fully investigated and assessed on merit moving
forward. Otherwise, any new project would rely upon a rezoning, introducing a higher degree of uncertainty as
well as the additional time (typically 18-24 months) and cost (financially to the client, and in Council staff
allocations) to the extent that most projects would be prohibitive from an investment perspective.
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Table 1: Land use terms that are strategically advantageous to our client’s landholdings and the broader area (subject to site-
based investigations)

LAND USE terms WITHIN tourist and visitor LAND USE terms OUTSIDE tourist and visitor
accommodation group term accommodation group term
e Tourist and visitor accommodation e camping grounds

— backpackers' accommodation e caravan parks

— bed & breakfast accommodation e eco-tourist facilities

— farm stay accommodation
— hotel or motel accommodation

— Sserviced apartments
LAND USE terms relating to recreation
e boat launching ramps e mooring pens
e boat sheds e recreation areas
e charter & tourism boating facilities e recreation facilities (indoor)
e environmental facilities e recreation facilities (major)
o jetties e recreation facilities (outdoor)
e mooring e water recreation structures
LAND USE terms WITHIN commercial premises LAND USE OUTSIDE commercial premises group
group term term
o retail premises e function centres
— food & drink premises
— pubs LAND USE terms relating to community
— restaurants or cafes infrastructure
— lake-away food & drink premises e information and education facilities
— small bars .
e research stations
— kiosks
— markets
— Shops
— neighbourhood shops

— neighbourhood supermarkets

2. ZONE SELECTION

Zone selection is the most powerful tool available to influencing land use permissibility. The draft MidCoast Rural
Strategy online mapping indicates Council’s intention to change the underlying land use zones applying to our
client’s landholding as follows and shown on Figure 2.

e Sandbar Rd 1: RU2 Rural Landscape zone remains the same.

Sandbar Rd 2: RU2 proposed to change to C3 (formerly E3) Environmental Management

Sandbar & Bushland (North): RU2 proposed to change to C3 Environmental Management

Sandbar & Bushland (South): C3 remains the same.

If this occurs, Table 2 illustrates the substantial reduction in the range of uses that would be permissible with
consent at Sandbar Rd 2 and Sandbar & Bushland (North) where the zone is proposed to change using Council’s
current controls applying under the Great Lakes LEP 2014 for context. This shows the implications of re-
classifying key locations within our client’s property from an already restrictive zoning to a more restrictive zoning.
A comparison of Table 1’s strategically advantageous land use terms with the land use terms permissible with
consent in Table 2 also highlights how this change would result in nearly all the desirable projects to enable new
tourist offerings within the site relying on a rezoning process before a DA could be determined (therefore making
them prohibitive from an investment perspective).
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Figure 2: Existing and proposed zoning of our client's land (Source: MidCoast Council Rural Strategy e-mapping)

Table 2: Land use permissibility changes from RU2 to C3 under current LEP (for context)

No change | | Added to category
Permitted without ; Home occupations
consent

Permitted with consent

Backpackers’ accommodation; Bed and breakfast accommodation; Boat launching ramps;
Boat sheds; Business identification signs; Camping grounds; Caravan parks; Car parks;

Community facilities; Dual occupancies; Dwelling
houses; Eco-tourist facilities; ; Environmental facilities;
Environmental protection works; Farm buildings;
Farm stay accommodation;

Helipads; Home-based child care; Home businesses;

Information and education
facilities; Jetties; Kiosks;

Recreation areas;

Roads; Roadside stalls;
Sewerage systems;
Water recreation structures; Water
supply systems;

Prohibited

Industries; Multi dwelling housing; Residential flat buildings; Retail premises; Seniors housing;
Service stations; Warehouse or distribution centres; Any development not specified in item 2
or3
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The most substantial (but not the only) consequences of the proposed change to the underlying land use zone
relate to our client’s potential to deliver the types of visitor accommodation and recreational uses encouraged
through government-endorsed strategies. The implications for two key land use terms are summarised for context
below.

Eco-tourist facility Changing the underlying land use zone from RU2 to C3 would likely mean the only
supportable form of large-scale tourism accommodation would be an eco-tourist
facility. Under any LEP, these types of projects must satisfy 11 separate criteria to
confirm they can be classified as an eco-tourist facility. In our experience, these
types of projects tend experience a higher-risk application process, which is at best
prolonged (to confirm the documentation and project elements satisfy threshold
tests) and at worst litigious.

Similar on-the-ground outcomes can be achieved by permitting with consent other
forms of tourist and visitor accommodation (either via the group term or sub-terms
such as serviced apartments) in conjunction with a merit assessment clause that
identifies key assessment criteria to minimise environmental impacts during
construction and operation of the activity, and/or supporting the process through
other discretionary measures under Council’s Development Control Plan.

Recreation facilities Changing the underlying land use zone from RU2 to C3 would mean make the
(indoor, major, existing golf course a prohibited use, forcing it to rely on existing use rights, and
and outdoor) would mean a projects like the High Ropes Adventure Park or NSW Sport and
Recreation Centre would rely on a rezoning in order to proceed.

On this basis, we recommend Council abandon its proposal to change the underlying land use zones applying to
our client’s site, and instead retain the RU2 zoning to allow the greatest flexibility in DA approval pathways
available in the final MidCoast Rural Strategy mapping. This will serve to preserve the certainty and confidence
for our client’s investment decisions associated with the strategic and master planning initiatives that are now
underway.

Our client also wishes to continue working with Council in their preparation of the LEP amendment that will serve
to implement the MidCoast Rural Strategy to identify what, if any, land use terms could be introduced as
Additional Permitted Uses specific to this site to ensure it is well-positioned to attract investment going forward,
leveraging and enhancing the area's natural amenity and strong visitor attraction.

3. PLACE BASED PLANNING FOR PACIFIC PALMS-CHARLOTTE BAY-SMITHS LAKE

We have made previous submissions on behalf of our client in response to the public exhibition of Council’s
Zoning in on our Future — Urban Zones review in April 2020. This submission is re-attached to this letter, as
several of the key issues described therein remain relevant within the context of the draft MidCoast Rural
Strategy and Council’s wider strategic planning initiatives.

Our previous submission called on MidCoast Council to prepare a place-based strategy for the Pacific Palms —
Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake areas collectively. We acknowledge that place-based strategies are normally
prioritised in locations that have been earmarked for future urban development. While Council has indicated that
urban outcomes are not the key focus for the Pacific Palms — Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake area at present,
expediting place-based planning would stimulate the delivery of other outcomes of regional-relevance, including:

¢ Providing a nature-based platform for visitation, recreation, and education driving the creation of new
jobs. The Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area is one of the most highly visited locations in the MidCoast. A
suitable planning framework is needed to attract investment in new projects that could change the game for
regional tourism and recreation.

o Protecting wildlife corridors and supporting Koala conservation and recovery. The development
approval process facilitates mechanisms to protect lands in-perpetuity and stimulate funding for investment in
conservation (e.g., as a form of biodiversity offsetting).

e Improving access to jobs and services for existing and growing communities, increasing self-
sufficiency and resilience. Council strategies dating back to 2006 have recognised the dispersed
communities within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from Forster-Tuncurry to generate

6
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independent demand for facilities and services, including health, education, and cultural or recreational
services. These can be appropriately delivered across the area's various urban and rural precincts but rely on
a collective vision to be asserted by Government and supported by a forward-looking planning assessment
framework reflected in the LEP and DCP.

e Creating certainty for investment. Due to the nature and extent of development constraints, (including
considerations for environmental factors and infrastructure networks), there is limited land available that would
be suitable for development. Government leadership is required to provide certainty as to the preferred
ultimate use for any relatively unconstrained land and to optimise planning outcomes within this supply.
Government leadership is also required to coordinate mechanisms to fund and deliver infrastructure, and to
establish the area-wide benchmarks that would be expected from the private sector when planning for
hazards, and environmental conservation. This includes providing directions, and supporting policies and
processes, for implementing environmental and community protection measures in line with development to
achieve landscape-scale outcomes.

o Establishing a basis for planning the future housing supply required to meeting the communities
housing needs and expectations. While Council has indicated that additional housing is not a priority within
the Pacific Palms — Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake area at present, a place-based strategy would serve to
provide greater transparency in the planning process going forward. This is particularly important in areas
where visitor demands have the potential to unbalance residential housing supplies, and interventions are
required to adequately balance competing needs.

We understand that the NSW Government’s conservation investment priorities are no longer focused on
expanding the State-owned network of National Parks and State Conservation Reserves in coastal areas like this.
Instead, the priority is to raise conservation credits through private stewardship agreements to ensure sufficient
conservation lands are available to offset the biodiversity impacts of urban and economic developments. That
means deriving the above outcomes in an orderly and cost-effective manner will rely almost entirely on the
participation and buy-in of individual landowners. It also underscores the importance of Government leadership
as paramount to enabling, promoting, and coordinating these iconic activations to create a diversified
employment base that meets the needs of community, reflects the area's natural amenity, and aligns with the
values of the MidCoast.

We acknowledge Council staff resources are limited but would encourage Council to earmark a place-based
strategy for the Pacific Palms — Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake areas as an regionally important economic /
conservation-led initiative so that it can be considered in line with annual Council budget allocations or other
funding mechanism, including grants or resourcing offered through State Government programs.
CONCLUDING REMARKS

On behalf of our client, we thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission. Should you
wish to discuss these further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 0414 781 660 or amandaw@gyde.com.au

Yours sincerely

AN

Amanda Wetzel
Regional Director - Newcastle
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ATTACHMENT 1: ZONING IN ON OUR FUTURE - URBAN ZONES (PUBLIC EXHIBITION) SUBMISSION
(APRIL 2020)
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City Plan Strategy & Development P/L
ABN 58 133 501 774

09/04/20
Our Ref: N20-014/AW
General Manager

MidCoast Council
midcoastlep@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Panuccio,

RE: ZONING IN ON OUR FUTURE - URBAN ZONES (PUBLIC EXHIBITION)

City Plan Strategy & Development has prepared this submission to MidCoast Council (Council) on behalf
of Paspaley Pearls Properties Pty Ltd (our client). It responds to the public exhibition materials
associated with Council's Zoning in on our Future initiative, relating to application of planning controls
applying to existing urban areas in the MidCoast Local Government Area (LGA).

The Paspaley family are proud to be an iconic Australian brand. Their business interests extend beyond
pearling, and including aviation, retail, pastoral holdings, and commercial properties. Their reputation is
built on an unwavering commitment to the pursuit of excellence, and they incorporate this philosophy
into every aspect of their operations.

The Paspaleys are also long-term strategic landowners and developers. They began acquiring land in
the Smiths Lake area in 1994. Their long-term intention is to create new projects that enhance the local
ecology and provide transformational opportunities for the local economy, leveraging the area's natural
amenity and strong visitor attraction. The nature and timing of new projects will continue to be influenced
by market factors and will rely on the continuity of a favourable planning control framework.

Three of our client's properties, as listed below and shown on Figure 1, are the impetus for this
submission. A brief description of the properties, including a summary of planning considerations
applying through existing controls is provided in Attachment 1.

1. Sandbar Rd 1 (Lot 3 DP859640), forming part of 3434 The Lakes Way, Smiths Lake;
2. Sandbar Rd 2 (Lot 1 DP 397504); and
3. Sandbar & Bushland (Lot 11 DP 793101), also forming part of 3434 The Lakes Way, Smiths Lake

We understand the purpose of Council's Zoning in on our Future initiative is principally to unify planning
controls applying through Council's Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and Development Control Plan
(DCP), as part of the amalgamation process for the former Great Lakes, Greater Taree and Gloucester
LGAs. As stated on Council's website, Council's aim is to ‘ensure these controls cater for our community
now and into the future’, which implies adjustments will be considered to provide a consistent planning
framework, and to facilitate longer-term strategic objectives.

To prepare this submission, we have reviewed the online mapping tool within the context of the exhibited
draft documents (Housing Strategy; Employment Zones Review Parts A and B; Infrastructure Zone
Review; and Recreation Zones Review) and supporting information (Urban Land Monitor, and Large Lot
Residential Zone Supply and Demand Analysis).

Suite 2, Level 2, 21 Bolton St Newcastle NSW 2000
P +61 2 4925 3286

CITYPLAN.COM.AU
O:\Projects 2020\20-014 Sandbar, Pacific Palms\5. Final\Submission.docx
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City Plan Strategy & Development P/L
ABN 58 133 501 774

Figure 1: Subject properties, showing aerial imagery and current zoning
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City Plan Strategy & Development P/L
ABN 58 133 501 774

We recognise that rural and environmental protection zonings currently apply to our client's properties,
and that the properties are located outside the 'existing urban area' boundaries nominated by Council
for the purpose of this review. Consequently, none of the unifying control changes proposed by this
exhibition would immediately affect the planning controls applying. Irrespective of this, the properties
adjoin the existing urban area of Smiths Lake and are relevant with the broader context of growth
occurring across the Smiths Lake and Pacific Palms areas. Several of the proposed changes to zoning
regimes also establish the principles that Council will apply when considering future land use changes
outside the existing 'urban areas'.

Of the draft documents exhibited, the draft Housing Strategy (in conjunction with the Urban Land
Monitor) and draft Recreation Zones Review are most relevant to our client's property interests. Our
submission provides commentary and recommendations in relation to these documents specifically.

Our submission also encourages Council to make immediate efforts towards reviewing and updating
place-based planning for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area as a basis for adjusting planning
controls.

1. DRAFT HOUSING STRATEGY

The draft Housing Strategy is stated to outline ‘a 20-year vision for Council’s directions to facilitate the
delivery of residential housing needs.’ The Strategy relies on evidence presented in two supporting
documents - the Urban Land Monitor 2016-36 and Large Lot Residential Supply and Demand Analysis
reports - to consider the capacity and suitability of the existing land supply to meet projected dwelling
requirements.

The draft Housing Strategy broadly considers the locations where growth is expected to occur through
residential development across the LGA, along with consideration for specific housing sectors such as
large-lot, rural residential, short term (visitor) accommodation, and caravan parks. While we understand
the Strategy will predominantly form the basis for Council's application of residential zones, it also gives
some consideration to the application of zone SP3 - Tourism.

Within the context of our client's properties, the Housing Strategy recognises the settlement pattern of
the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area reflects the area's natural features, with several smaller and
discreet pockets of urban development surrounded by environmental coastal lands. This dispersed
footprint is collectively described as including a mix of housing products and other facilities that cater to
permanent and semi-permanent (e.g. resident weekenders) residents as well as a high volume of
visitors. In our experience, people living or staying in the area Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake are
supported by common infrastructure. As such, it has a distinct housing market and are strongly
supportive of it remaining a unified district for the purposes of long-term planning and plan-making.

However, in our view, the considerations presented in the draft Housing Strategy do not provide a clear
or robust basis for long-term planning and plan-making for what has historically proven to be one of the
most popular locations for people choosing to live in or visit in the LGA. This should be corrected to
more directly address the preliminary findings of the Urban Land Monitor 2016-36, which indicates a
potential shortfall in land supply at Smiths Lake and assist with clarifying district-wide matters. We
recommend Council consider the following when finalising its Housing Strategy.

Encourage the development of dedicated tourist and visitor accommodation facilities in suitable
locations within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area.

The draft Housing Strategy recognises that a high proportion of dwellings within the Pacific Palms and
Smiths Lake area are utilised on a part-time (e.g. resident weekender) or short-term (e.g. Air BnB) basis.
Trends throughout Australia suggest this is typical in coastal areas that are readily accessible to larger
centres such as Newcastle or Sydney and retain a more 'remote' natural amenity. Our client is strongly

Page | 3

Document Set ID: 15686239
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/02/2022



Submission 422

City Plan Strategy & Development P/L
ABN 58 133 501 774

supportive of the stated intentions for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area, collectively, to retain its
bush and beach characteristics with a laid-back holiday feel.

To achieve this, Council will need to balance residents' (full-time or part-time) and visitors' distinct
accommodation needs. A quick search of popular short-term accommodation sites shows around 90
properties are currently listed as available in Smiths Lake (which had a 41% dwelling vacancy rate in
the 2016 census) and over 200 in Pacific Palms (which had a 64% dwelling vacancy rate in the 2016
census). This strongly suggests mechanisms are required to minimise the further conversion of existing
housing stock, or diversion of future stock to short-term accommodation.

In our experience, competition between residents and visitors for accommodation can be substantially
alleviated by facilitating an increase in dedicated tourist and visitor accommodation facilities within an
area. To achieve this, planning frameworks need to allow for a diversity of accommodation products to
meet visitors' needs and expectations. This should recognise the advantage of locating some types of
accommodation outside the urban footprint, particularly where these can enhance the overall visitor
experience.

In our view, the draft Housing Strategy should provide considerations for planning in relation to tourist
and visitor accommodation facilities in addition to the considerations already provided for short-term
accommodation. The context for this should recognise the potential for an increase in the availability of
these types of facilities to reduce demand for short-term accommodation to be provided from within the
existing housing stock or residential land supply. It should broadly aim to facilitate the delivery of projects
and priorities set out in the MidCoast Destination Management Plan (adopted by Council 2017).

A quick review of tourist and visitor accommodation facilities within the area suggests the current stock
is predominantly made up of informal and low to mid-range budget facilities such as caravan parks &
campgrounds, bed and breakfasts, and beachside motels. There is a clear gap in the market for facilities
that are destinations in and of themselves, including the luxury or experiential facilities sought after in
the MidCoast Destination Management Plan.

Where possible, the final Housing Strategy should be informed by an audit of tourist and visitor
accommodation capacity, with considerations for a variety of accommodation product categories. At
minimum, we recommend Council identify an action for Council to complete this audit in the near future
and incorporate it within the Urban Land Monitor (e.g. through Action 6.6.5 in the draft Housing Strategy).

Include additional 'Future Housing Opportunity' points to more effectively guide area-wide
planning in the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area.

To support of the above, several additions could be identified as 'Future Housing Opportunity' points for
the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area. These would provide a more robust basis for long-term
planning and plan-making within the area, enhancing both residents' and visitors' experiences.

= Increasing the availability of tourist and visitor accommodation facilities in suitable locations,
including urban and rural areas. This will include supporting the delivery of projects identified in
the MidCoast Destination Management Plan, such as the:

o Great Lakes Eco-lodge. The preferred location for this is 'near Blueys Beach', offering ocean
or lake views and accessible from a coastal trail network linking Smiths Lake and Pacific
Palms.

= Smiths Lake Eco-Village. The preferred location for this is on the 'ocean-side of Smiths Lake',
attracting sustainably-minded visitors. This is also envisaged to include facilities to host
activities such as a local farmers market, as well as hiking, kayaking and surfing.

= Increasing residents' and visitors' access to recreational, cultural, and educational activities,
leveraging the area's natural amenity. This will include supporting opportunities for facilities that
can offer nature-based experiences.
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= Facilitating connections between Smiths Lake, Blueys Beach and Boomerang Beach to
encourage pedestrian and cycle movements along the coast (e.g. coastal trail network).

= Identifying area-wide mechanisms to ensure appropriate management of and response to
hazards, including bushfire, flood and storm events.

2. DRAFT RECREATION ZONES REVIEW

The draft Recreation Zones Review report identifies the principles that will guide Council's decision-
making when application of planning controls for recreational uses, which we understand relates to a
range of activities and facilities such as golf courses, camp sites, caravan parks, sporting fields,
equestrian centres, and the like.

Based on the principles for 'privately owned land' and 'environmental land', it appears Council may in
future seek the application of environmental protection zonings to our client's properties, noting:

= E2 - Environmental Protection would likely be applied to land with the following attributes: coastal
wetlands, littoral rainforests, endangered ecological communities, habitat for Key Threatened
Species, culturally significant lands, and over-cleared vegetation communities; and

= E3 - Environmental Management would likely be applied to land with the following attributes:
riparian and estuarine vegetation and wetlands; Rare, Endangered and Vulnerable Forest
Ecosystems; and native vegetation on coastal foreshores.

We understand this may be considered in more detail for specific properties when Council exhibit
considerations for Rural Areas later in 2020. However, we recommend Council consider the following
when finalising its Recreation Zones Review to provide a consistent basis for decision-making when
establishing planning controls frameworks for land supporting recreational uses in any (urban or rural)
location.

Within the Environmental Land principle, support the application of Clause 2.5 'Additional
permitted uses for particular land’ in suitable locations.

Environmental protection zonings typically offer a much narrower range of permissible land uses, which
may present challenges to facilitating commercial recreational uses. This is reflected in the
‘environmental land' principle, which states:

"Uses on environmental land should be restricted to minimal, low impact infrastructure like
seating, signage, nature observation, facilities, walking tracks and cycling tracks. It is important
on environmental land, not to prevent the provision or maintenance of this infrastructure or prevent
public access to the land, where appropriate.”

There is a high level of inconsistency in the permissibility of recreational uses across the E2 and E3
zonings currently applying within the MidCoast LGA, as illustrated in Table 1. The consequence of
unifying the E2 and E3 zonings within the MidCoast is still uncertain but will undoubtedly include a
rationalisation of permissible land uses.

The application of Clause 2.5 'Additional permitted uses for particular land' in suitable locations can
ensure continuity of a supportive assessment framework. This should be prioritised where recreational
uses already exist, such as the golf course, caravan park, and camping facilities that currently operate
from our client's Sandbar and Bushland property. This should also be supported where sites can
demonstrate uses not typically permitted through an environmental protection zoning can be
accommodated without compromising the objectives of the zone.

We understand Council may also be preparing an Environmental Lands Review, which may consider
overlapping issues. This is likely to be exhibited alongside considerations for Rural Areas later in 2020.
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In our view, a principle to apply Clause 2.5 'Additional permitted uses for particular land' in suitable
locations should be incorporated into the final Recreation Zones Review and the draft Environmental
Lands Review (for public exhibition), where relevant.

Table 1: Comparison of current permissibility of selected uses associated with recreational activities within the E3 Environmental
Zoning applying in the Great Lakes (GL), Greater Taree (GT), and Gloucester (GS) LEPs

Backpackers accommodation
Bed and breakfast
Camping grounds

Caravan parks

< < < <

Eco-tourist facilities
Information and education facilities

Kiosks

< < < < < =< =<
_<

Recreation areas

Recreation facility - - -

3. EXPEDITE PLACE-BASED PLANNING FOR PACIFIC PALMS AND SMITHS LAKE

At the culmination of the Zoning in on our Future initiative, Council will need to consolidate the final
recommendations for urban and rural areas to establish planning controls applying to all land within the
LGA. This will require some form of place-based approach to apply the principles or priorities that have
been so-far been identified in response to single-use issues.

The considerations provided in our submission in relation to the draft Housing Strategy and draft
Recreation Zones Review demonstrate that single-use issues (e.g. for housing, recreation, employment,
environmental conservation, rural, etc.) are inter-related and so cannot be considered in isolation. In our
view, the most effective implementation approach to establishing a forward-looking planning framework
would be through the preparation of an area-wide plan for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area.

We understand this approach is likely to be required for other areas within the LGA, and that Council
will need to prioritise the sequencing of this work through its work program. In our view, place-based
planning for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area should be considered for commencement
immediately, or within the next 1-2 years. This recognises:

= Government leadership is paramount to enabling, promoting, and coordinating iconic activations
like those we described in the recommended additional 'Future Housing Opportunities'.

= The Urban Land Monitor 2016-36 indicates a potential shortfall in land supply already exists at
Smiths Lake, and there is no capacity identified in Pacific Palms to supplement this supply. This
warrants an immediate need to identify additional new release areas for residential development,
or the implementation of suitable mechanisms to increase capacity within the existing land supply.
As described above, this could be achieved in the short term by increasing the availability of
tourist and visitor accommodation within the area.

= The need to create a diversified employment base that meets the needs of community, reflects
the area's natural amenity, and aligns with the values of the MidCoast. This recognises that the
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dispersed communities within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from
Forster-Tuncurry to generate independent demand for facilities and services, including health,
education, and cultural or recreational services. These can be appropriately delivered across the
area's various urban and rural precincts but rely on a collective vision to be asserted by
Government and supported by a forward-looking planning assessment framework reflected in the
LEP and DCP.

= Due to the nature and extent of development constraints, (including considerations for
environmental factors and infrastructure networks), there is limited land available that would be
suitable for development. Government leadership is required to provide certainty as to the
preferred ultimate use for any relatively unconstrained land and to optimise planning outcomes
within this supply.

= Government leadership is also required to coordinate mechanisms to fund and deliver
infrastructure, and to establish the area-wide benchmarks that would be expected from the private
sector when planning for hazards, and environmental conservation. This includes providing
directions, and supporting policies and processes, for implementing environmental and
community protection measures in line with development to achieve landscape-scale outcomes.

As a strategic landowner within the area, our client would appreciate direct involvement in any place-
based planning initiative.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In our view, our client's landholdings offer several opportunities to support the urban planning
considerations that have emerged through Council's Zoning in on our Future initiative so far. We also
expect these opportunities to align strongly with the rural planning considerations that will be exhibited
later this year. Our client would welcome any opportunity to work with Council in ensuring a planning
control framework conducive to their long-term intention of enhancing the local ecology and providing
transformational opportunities for the local economy.

On behalf of our client, we thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission.
Should you wish to discuss these further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 4925 3286 or
amandaw@cityplan.com.au.

Yours sincerely,

Amanda Wetzel
Regional Director | Newcastle
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ATTACHMENT 1: PROPERTY DESCRIPTIONS

The following property descriptions are provided for context and refer to the property labels provided in
Figure 1.

Sandbar Rd 1

Comprises Lot 3 DP859640, occupying approximately 70.3ha of land. Located just off The Lakes
Way, around five kilometres drive south of Blueys Beach and one kilometre from the entrance of
Smiths Lake. Sandbar Road (unsealed) intersects the property from west to east and is the primary
road providing access to both Sandbar and Cellito beaches. Sandbar Road is well used by locals and
visitors, particularly on weekends.

Within the site, a power substation fronts The Lakes Way in the south west corner. A small road
maintenance quarry and storage area is located in the middle of the site off Sandbar Road. The
remainder of the site contains remnant native vegetation.

Zoning Zoning RU2 Rural Landscape

considerations Eeli\;?unr:ities Backpackers ~ accommodation;  bed  and  breakfast
pgfmissible (with accommodation;, camping grounds; caravan parks; Eco-tourist
consent) facilities; Farm Stay Accommodation; Hotel or motel

accommodation; Recreation areas; Recreation facilities (indoor);
Recreation facilities (major); Recreation facilities (outdoor);
Registered clubs; Restaurants or cafes; Environmental facilities;
Information and education facilities; Roads;, Roadside stalls;

Signage

Development '\S"iizném“m Lot 40ha
standards Maximum 8.5m

Height of ’

Building

Maximum Floor .

Space Ratio 0.4:1
Key constraints / considerations = Planning for hazards, including flood and fire
(including as applying through Traffic and emergency access

LEP, SEPPs, etc.) Terrestrial conservation, noting the site is heavily vegetated, and

a potential Koala habitat area
Coastal risk management
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Comprises Lot 1 DP397504, occupying approximately 2.6ha of land. The site lies immediately to the
south east of the Sandbar Rd 1 site. Sandbar Road (unsealed) intersects the site from north to south.
Otherwise the site contains remnant native vegetation with no known improvements.

Zoning Zoning

considerations = Relevant
opportunities
permissible (with
consent)

Minimum Lot
Size

Maximum
Height of
Building
Maximum Floor
Space Ratio

Key constraints / considerations

(including as applying through
LEP, SEPPs, etc.)

Development
standards

Document Set ID: 15686239
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RU2 Rural Landscape

Backpackers accommodation; bed and breakfast
accommodation; camping grounds; caravan parks; Eco-tourist
facilities; Farm Stay Accommodation; Hotel or motel
accommodation; Recreation areas; Recreation facilities (indoor);
Recreation facilities (major); Recreation facilities (outdoor);
Registered clubs; Restaurants or cafes; Environmental facilities;
Information and education facilities; Roads; Roadside stalls;
Signage

40ha
8.5m

0.4:1

Planning for hazards, including flood and fire
Traffic and emergency access

Terrestrial conservation, noting the site is heavily vegetated, and
a potential Koala habitat area

Coastal risk management
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Comprises the northern parcel of Lot 11 DP793101, occupying approximately 45.5ha.

Approximately 15ha of the site is partially cleared to accommodate the Sandbar and Bushland Holiday
Park and Golf Course. Several structures are associated with these commercial operations.

An unsealed private road intersects the site from west to east and provides direct access to Cellito
Beach. An informal, but well-used, parking area is located at the end of the road. The remainder of
the site contains remnant native vegetation, including a forested wetland.

Zoning Zoning

considerations = Relevant
opportunities
permissible (with
consent)

Minimum Lot
Size

Maximum
Height of
Building
Maximum Floor
Space Ratio

Key constraints / considerations

(including as applying through
LEP, SEPPs, etc.)

Development
standards
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RU2 Rural Landscape

Backpackers accommodation; bed and breakfast
accommodation;, camping grounds; caravan parks; Eco-tourist
facilities; Farm Stay Accommodation; Hotel or motel
accommodation; Recreation areas; Recreation facilities (indoor);
Recreation facilities (major); Recreation facilities (outdoor);
Registered clubs; Restaurants or cafes; Environmental facilities;
Information and education facilities; Roads; Roadside stalls;
Signage

40ha
8.5m

0.4:1

Planning for hazards, including flood and fire
Traffic and emergency access

Terrestrial conservation, noting the site is heavily vegetated, and
a potential Koala habitat area

Acid sulfate soils
Coastal risk management
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Comprises the northern parcel of Lot 11 DP793101, occupying approximately 45.5ha.

Approximately 15ha of the site is partially cleared to accommodate the Sandbar and Bushland Holiday
Park and Golf Course. Several structures are associated with these commercial operations.

An unsealed private road intersects the site from west to east and provides direct access to Cellito
Beach. An informal, but well-used, parking area is located at the end of the road. The remainder of
the site contains remnant native vegetation, including a forested wetland.

Zoning Zoning

considerations = Relevant
opportunities
permissible (with
consent)

Minimum Lot
Size

Maximum
Height of
Building
Maximum Floor
Space Ratio

Key constraints / considerations

(including as applying through
LEP, SEPPs, etc.)

Development
standards
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E3 Environmental Management

Backpackers accommodation; Bed and breakfast
accommodation; Camping grounds; Caravan parks; Eco-tourist
facilities; Farm stay accommodation; Recreation areas;
Environmental facilities; Information and education facilities;
Research stations; Roads; Roadside stalls; Water recreation
structures

40ha
8.5m

0.4:1

Planning for hazards, including flood and fire
Traffic and emergency access

Terrestrial conservation, noting the site is heavily vegetated, and
a potential Koala habitat area

Acid sulfate soils
Coastal risk management
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Gyde Consulting
27 January 2022

Adrian Panuccio

General Manager

MidCoast Council
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Panuccio
Mid Coast Draft Rural Strategy - Public Exhibition — SPR 02/04

GYDE Consulting has prepared this submission to MidCoast Council (Council) on behalf of Blueys Estate Pty Ltd
(our client). It responds to Council’s public exhibition of the draft MidCoast Rural Strategy.

Our client’s landholding, legally described as Lots 110 & 112 DP 1091944, The Lakes Way, Charlotte Bay is the
impetus for this submission, which is based on our review of documentation and online mapping published in
support of Council’s draft MidCoast Rural Strategy as well as our meeting with Council staff on 1 November 2021.

We generally support the draft MidCoast Rural Strategy proposed no change to the mapped planning controls
applying to our client’s landholding and ask Council to consider two main issues going forward.

1. Application of the RE2 Private Recreation Zone to the approved golf course

Council staff advised that an RE2 Private Recreation Zone may be considered where private recreational facilities
are operational. Our client is in the process of completing the works associated with the golf course approved
under DA 5057/1991 and requests Council engage directly to confirm the application of the RE2 Private
Recreation Zone to relevant lands during the preparation of any Planning Proposals implementing the outcome of
Council’s strategic planning initiatives.

2. Place-based planning for the Pacific Palms — Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake area

We have made previous submissions on behalf of our client in response to the public exhibition of Council’s draft
Local Strategic Planning Statement in August 2020 and Council’'s Zoning in on our Future — Urban Zones review
in April 2020. Both submissions are re-attached to this letter, as several of the key issues described therein
remain relevant within the context of the draft MidCoast Rural Strategy and Council’s wider strategic planning
initiatives.

Our previous submissions call on MidCoast Council to prepare a place-based strategy for the Pacific Palms —
Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake areas collectively, which would resolve a range of issues that, in our view, are
regionally-significant. The aim of the strategy would be to establish the planning control and implementation
framework capable of:
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e Enabling the future housing supply required to meeting the communities housing needs and
expectations. An Urban Release Area (URA) in Charlotte Bay has been recognised as the preferred location
to accommodate growth for the Pacific Palms - Smiths Lake communities in sequential local (Council
adopted) plans since the early 1990s. This locally driven planning intent culminated in Council supporting
rezoning applications in 2006 and again in 2014 to facilitate the creation of urban land within our client’s
landholding. The reasons for these Planning Proposals should not be taken as an indication that the site is
unsuitable for development. Our previous submissions detail these and provide justification for revisiting the
Urban Land Monitor data for the local communities here and expediting the release of new lands to
accommodate unmet housing demands in the immediate term.

e Improving access to jobs and services for existing and growing communities, increasing self-
sufficiency and resilience. Council strategies dating back to 2006 have recognised the dispersed
communities within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from Forster-Tuncurry to
generate independent demand for facilities and services, including health, education, and cultural or
recreational services. At that time Council committed to identifying around 4.5-9ha of additional employment
lands. To date (nearly 15 years later) no additional employment lands have been supplied. This URA would
provide a new local centre to meet residents' daily needs, along with opportunities for shared community
facilities and health consulting rooms co-located with seniors living.

e Providing a nature-based platform for visitation, recreation, and education driving the creation of new
jobs. The Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area is one of the most highly visited locations in the MidCoast. A
Charlotte Bay URA would provide an opportunity to leverage the area's natural amenity and deliver several
iconic projects that could change the game for regional tourism and recreation. By way of illustration, the area
is suitable for the following projects identified in the Hunter Regional Plan 2036 and MidCoast Destination
Management Plan:

o0 Great North Walk extension. The long-term intention to extend NSW's most iconic coastal trail from
Newcastle to Forster will rely on this site. In the short term, offers the opportunity to provide shorter
route connections between Smiths Lake, Blueys Beach and Boomerang Beach to encourage
pedestrian, cycle, and equestrian movements along the coast.

0 Great Lakes Eco-lodge. The preferred location for this is 'near Blueys Beach', offering ocean or lake
views and accessible from a coastal trail network linking Smiths Lake and Pacific Palms.

0 Smiths Lake Eco-Village. The preferred location for this is on the 'ocean-side of Smiths Lake',
attracting sustainably minded visitors. This is also envisaged to include facilities to host activities
such as a local farmers market, as well as hiking, kayaking and surfing.

0 Conservation and research centres. The area provides an outstanding basis for establishing
showcase centres for community education and engagement, for example, manuka honey
production, Indigenous bushfire management, forest and wood production, and horticulture
innovation.

e Protecting wildlife corridors and supporting Koala conservation and recovery. The most recent
Planning Proposal considered for our client's site (withdrawn in June 2020) would have seen the permanent
protection of a significant area of pristine land that forms part of a regional wildlife corridor.

We acknowledge Council staff resources are limited but would encourage Council to earmark a place-based
strategy for the Pacific Palms — Charlotte Bay — Smiths Lake areas as an initiative so that it can be considered in
line with annual Council budget allocations or other funding mechanism, including grants or resourcing offered
through State Government programs.

On behalf of our client, we thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission. Should you
wish to discuss these further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 0414 781 660 or amandaw@gyde.com.au.

Yours sincerely

e

Amanda Wetzel
Regional Director - Newcastle
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ATTACHMENT 1 - LSPS Submission (August 2020)
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06/08/20
Our Ref: N-20037/AW
General Manager

MidCoast Council
council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Panuccio,

RE: DRAFT LOCAL STRATEGIC PLANNING STATEMENT - PUBLIC EXHIBITION (COUNCIL
REFERENCE $1847/02)

City Plan Strategy & Development has prepared this submission to MidCoast Council (Council) on behalf
of Blueys Estate Pty Ltd (our client). It responds to the public exhibition of Council's draft Local Strategic
Planning Statement (LSPS).

Our client's landholding, shown on Figure 1, is the impetus for this submission. It forms part of a broader
area, referred to hereafter as the 'proposed Charlotte Bay Urban Release Area (URA)'. An indicative
boundary for the proposed Charlotte Bay URA is also shown on Figure 1. This broadly reflects the
extent of land that has historically been earmarked for investigations to facilitate urban development for
over 30 years, as reflected through various Council resolutions and LGA-wide housing and employment
strategies. The development of the site for urban uses relies on a rezoning.

We understand that, once finalised, Council's LSPS will be the prevailing document guiding local
planning and plan-making within the Local Government Area (LGA). Specifically, this will make it a
material consideration for all planning authorities when considering the merit of Planning Proposals
(rezonings). Our submission seeks to ensure the local strategic planning framework that will ultimately
be reflected in Council's LSPS and other related documents (referred to throughout this submission)
provide a suitable pathway to allow planning for the proposed Charlotte Bay URA to progress in a timely
manner.

In April 2020, we provided a substantive submission on behalf of our client to the public exhibition of
Council's 'Zoning in on our Future - Urban Zones' (Urban Zones review). That submission is re-attached
to this letter, as several of the key issued described remain relevant within the context of the planning
priorities and actions described in Council's draft LSPS.

The proposed Charlotte Bay URA has been recognised as the preferred location to accommodate
growth for the Pacific Palms / Smiths Lake communities in sequential local (Council adopted) plans
since the early 1990s. This locally driven planning intent culminated in Council supporting a rezoning
application in 2006 to facilitate a 325-lot residential subdivision and golf course within our client's
landholding. This did not proceed at the time due to State-level directions that it was pre-emptive of the
work being undertaken to prepare the NSW Government’s Mid North Coast Regional Strategy.

When the NSW Government’s Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 2006-31 was released in 2008, the
proposed Charlotte Bay URA was not mapped as a ‘growth area’. We understand the reason for this
was not an indication that the site was unsuitable for urban development but rather that it was not
considered to be strategically required at the time to cater for a regionally significant volume of growth.
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Figure 1: Proposed Charlotte Bay URA boundary and surrounds, for context (base map taken from the Great Lakes Rural Living
Strategy Strategic Environmental Assessment and Strategy 2004).

In 2015, Council again supported a rezoning application for our client's landholding, which received a
conditional Gateway approval from the (then) Department of Planning and Environment the same year.
Both Council and the Department considered the site to be an 'out of strategy' proposal, meaning this
support was contingent on the site's ability to achieve positive outcomes for the community, but it was
not otherwise identified as necessary to achieving urban growth outcomes in a Government-prepared
strategy endorsed by the Department.

Our April 2020 submission provides the evidence necessary to demonstrate that additional land is
required now augment the supply of land available to cater for growth in the Pacific Palms / Smiths Lake
communities. The proposed Charlotte Bay URA also has the potential to deliver environmental,
community, and economic benefits of regional significance by:
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= Improving access to jobs and services for existing and growing communities, increasing
self-sufficiency and resilience. Council strategies dating back to 2006 have recognised the
dispersed communities within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from
Forster-Tuncurry to generate independent demand for facilities and services, including health,
education, and cultural or recreational services. At that time Council committed to identifying
around 4.5-9ha of additional employment lands. To date (nearly 15 years later) no additional
employment lands have been supplied. This URA would provide a new local centre to meet
residents' daily needs, along with opportunities for shared community facilities and health
consulting rooms co-located with seniors living.

= Providing a nature-based platform for visitation, recreation, and education driving the
creation of new jobs. The Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area is one of the most highly visited
locations in the MidCoast. This proposed Charlotte Bay URA provides an opportunity to leverage
the area's natural amenity and deliver several iconic projects that could change the game for
regional tourism and recreation. By way of illustration, the area is suitable for the following projects
identified in the Hunter Regional Plan 2036 and MidCoast Destination Management Plan:

s Great North Walk extension. The long-term intention to extend NSW's most iconic coastal
trail from Newcastle to Forster will rely on this site. In the short term, offers the opportunity to
provide shorter route connections between Smiths Lake, Blueys Beach and Boomerang
Beach to encourage pedestrian, cycle, and equestrian movements along the coast.

= Great Lakes Eco-lodge. The preferred location for this is 'near Blueys Beach’, offering ocean
or lake views and accessible from a coastal trail network linking Smiths Lake and Pacific
Palms.

= Smiths Lake Eco-Village. The preferred location for this is on the 'ocean-side of Smiths Lake',
attracting sustainably minded visitors. This is also envisaged to include facilities to host
activities such as a local farmers market, as well as hiking, kayaking and surfing.

s Conservation and research centres. The area provides an outstanding basis for establishing
showcase centres for community education and engagement, for example, manuka honey
production, Indigenous bushfire management, forest and wood production, and horticulture
innovation.

= Protecting wildlife corridors and supporting Koala conservation and recovery. The most
recent Planning Proposal considered for our client's site (withdrawn in June 2020) would have
seen the permanent protection of up around 250ha of pristine land that forms part of a regional
wildlife corridor.

The Hunter Regional Plan 2036 (released in 2016) superseded the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy.
Critically, the Hunter Regional Plan 2036 did not identify any new urban investigation areas within the
Region. Instead, it instructs all Councils to, under Direction 25, monitor housing and employment supply
and demand to coordinate the staged release and rezoning of land. We understand Council is giving
effect to Hunter Regional Plan 2036 Direction 25 through the 'Zoning in on our Future' initiative.

The draft Housing Strategy exhibited as part of Council's Urban Zones review recognised that the Pacific
Palms/Smiths Lake area has "relatively limited residential land supply”, but does not carry forward
Council's commitment to planning for the proposed Charlotte Bay URA or provide an action or
commitment to identifying an urban investigation area that would cater for the anticipated growth of one
of its most popular areas.

Our April 2020 submission identified errors in Council's Urban Land Monitor that have led to an over-
estimate of already limited supply of land available within the Pacific Palms/Smiths Lake area. This
recognised that the effective supply capacity for the area appears to rely on the supply that has been
historically estimated for the proposed Charlotte Bay URA, which has not yet been rezoned. In our view,
that supply (some 600 lots), cannot be considered effective until the rezoning occurs.

Document Set ID: 15686339
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/02/2022



Submission 423

While we are supportive of draft LSPS action 1.5, which commits Council to review the LSPS in the
short term (by 2023) to incorporate the findings of various planning studies underway (as part of the
'Zoning in on our Future' initiative). However, while draft LSPS action 3.1 commits Council to finalising
its Housing Strategy in the short term (by 2023), draft LSPS action 3.2 indicates Council will not review
the Urban Land Monitor within the same timeframe. Instead, the Urban Land Monitor is scheduled to
next be reviewed in the medium term (2024-2029).

Recommendation

In our view, the errors we identified in the land supply estimates for the Pacific Palms/Smiths Lake
area warrant immediate review to ensure these are reflected in the final Housing Strategy. We kindly
request Council adjust the timing of its review of the Urban Land Monitor to 'short term’, and
that this is undertaken in conjunction with finalising the Housing Strategy.

On behalf of our client, we thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission.
Should you wish to discuss these further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 4925 3286 or
amandaw@cityplan.com.au.

Yours sincerely,

Amanda Wetzel
Regional Director - Newcastle
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ATTACHMENT 2: Zoning In On Our Future — Urban Zones Submission (APRIL 2020)
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09/04/20
Our Ref: N-12005/AW
General Manager

MidCoast Council
midcoastlep@midcoast.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr Panuccio,

RE: ZONING IN ON OUR FUTURE - URBAN ZONES (PUBLIC EXHIBITION)

City Plan Strategy & Development has prepared this submission to MidCoast Council (Council) on behalf
of Blueys Estate Pty Ltd (our client). It responds to the public exhibition materials associated with
Council's Zoning in on our Future initiative, relating to application of planning controls applying to existing
urban areas in the MidCoast Local Government Area (LGA).

Our client's landholding, shown on Figure 1, is the impetus for this submission. It forms part of a broader
area, referred to hereafter as the 'proposed Charlotte Bay Urban Release Area (URA)'. An indicative
boundary for the proposed Charlotte Bay URA is also shown on Figure 1. This broadly reflects the
extent of land that has historically been earmarked for investigations to facilitate urban development for
over 30 years, as reflected through various Council resolutions and LGA-wide housing and employment
strategies. A summary of strategic planning considerations for this area is provided in Attachment 1 to
this submission.

To prepare this submission, we have reviewed the online mapping tool within the context of the exhibited
draft documents (Housing Strategy; Employment Zones Review Parts A and B; Infrastructure Zone
Review; and Recreation Zones Review) and supporting information (Urban Land Monitor, and Large Lot
Residential Zone Supply and Demand Analysis).

We understand the purpose of Council's Zoning in on our Future initiative is principally to unify planning
controls applying through Council's Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and Development Control Plan
(DCP), as part of the amalgamation process for the former Great Lakes, Greater Taree, and Gloucester
LGAs. In this regard, we recognise that our client's landholding is outside the 'existing urban area’
boundaries nominated by Council for the purpose of this review. Consequently, none of the unifying
control changes proposed by this exhibition would immediately affect the planning controls applying.

Irrespective of the above, our client's property is relevant to the broader context of growth within the
Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area. As stated on Council's website, Council's aim is to 'ensure these
controls cater for our community now and into the future’, which implies adjustments will be considered
to provide a consistent planning framework, and to facilitate longer-term strategic objectives. It is within
this context that our submission seeks specific changes to Council's exhibited documents.

In our view, the intention for land to be released within the Charlotte Bay URA, at some stage, has been
widely understood for decades. However, the basis for identifying a timeframe for that land to be
released relies on an understanding of the extent to which supply within the Pacific Palms and Smiths
Lake area is meeting demands for residential, employment, and community-oriented uses. The basis
for this should be clearly identified across Council's Urban Land Monitor, Housing Strategy, and
Employment Lands Review to safeguard lands for urban investigations at the appropriate time. We also
present evidence that demonstrates residential and employment land shortfalls within Pacific Palms and

Suite 2, Level 2, 21 Bolton St Newcastle NSW 2000
P +61 2 4925 3286
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O:\Projects 2012\N-12005 The Lakes Way, Charlotte Bay\03. CPSD Documents\Urban Zones review 2020\Final\Submission.docx

Document Set ID: 15686339
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/02/2022



Submission 423

City Plan Strategy & Development P/L
ABN 58 133 501 774

Smiths Lake to a degree that warrants strategic planning efforts to be expedited to facilitate the
commencement of urban development within the proposed Charlotte Bay URA as soon as practicable.

Figure 1: Proposed Charlotte Bay URA boundary and surrounds, for context (base map taken from the Great Lakes Rural Living
Strategy Strategic Environmental Assessment and Strategy 2004).
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1. CONTEXT

Under current NSW legislation and policy, the ability to re-zone land to facilitate urban development
relies on the extent to which 'strategic merit' can be demonstrated. The strategic merit test considers
whether a proposal will:

1. give effect to the relevant regional plan applying to the site, including any draft plan released for
public comment; or

2. give effect to a relevant local strategic planning statement or strategy that has been endorsed by
the Department or required as part of a regional or district plan or local strategic planning
statement; or

3. respond to a change in circumstances, such as the investment in new infrastructure or changing
demographic trends that have not been recognised by existing strategic plans.

No local strategies applying to our client's site have been endorsed by the Department to date. Based
on our understanding of Council's current work program, we do not expect any endorsed strategies to
apply within the next two years, noting Council has resolved to suspend preparing its Local Strategic
Planning Statement until more detailed work could be completed to form an evidence base for this. We
also consider there to be a very low likelihood that Council's current Housing Strategy, once finalised,
would meet the requirements for endorsement by the Department, as set out in the Local Housing
Strategy Guideline and Template.

In our view, that means the strategic merit assessment for our client's current Planning Proposal, or any
Planning Proposal seeking to facilitate urban development within the proposed Charlotte Bay URA will
rely on the extent to which it gives effect to the Hunter Regional Plan (criteria 1) or responds to
demographic trends that have not otherwise been recognised by existing strategic plans (criteria 3). In
our experience, regardless of whether they are endorsed by DPIE, Council's Housing Strategy,
Employment Lands Review, and Urban Land Monitor will be important reference documents for planning
authorities in considering the extent to which the zoned urban land supply is capable of meeting
demands for urban services arising.

2. URBAN LAND MONITOR

Council's draft Housing Strategy, under action 5.3.1, commits Council to monitoring land release
potential, with triggers identified to support new rezonings or other interventions to increase supply
where:

= Ownership patterns / land banking is reducing the impetus to take product to market; or

= Supply falls below a level of projected demand — e.g. 10 to 15-year availability of appropriately
zoned land; or

= Land release feasibility is compromised by high development costs.

We have reviewed the evidence presented in the Urban Land Monitor and drawn on additional evidence
to consider the implication of this action within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area. The key findings
of this review are provided in Attachment 2 to this submission. Our review of the information provided
in the Urban Land Monitor indicates:
= The estimated 600 additional dwellings allocated 'potential residential land' sources are likely to
correspond with the capacity expected within the proposed Charlotte Bay URA and cannot be
used as a basis for considering the 10 to 15-year availability of supply.
= The estimated 600 additional dwellings allocated 'potential residential land' sources are unlikely
to be fully realised within the 2036 planning horizon. This capacity is likely to be closer to around
150 dwellings, provided the land can be rezoned and serviced in a timely manner.
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= The supply available in Smiths Lake in particular is already compromised by limited
landownership and development constraints. This may lead to delayed supply production or
higher sale prices, which may be unfavourable to the market.

= On balance, there is a less than 10 to 15-years supply available across the Pacific Palms and
Smiths Lake area. This recognises:

= Smiths Lake has around 2-3 years supply available; and

= The predicted longevity of supply in Pacific Palms (28-35 years) is likely to be substantially
exaggerated due to the supply-driven nature of the projections and the likelihood that it will
compensate, in the short term, for lack of supply in Smiths Lake.

In our view, additional urban land should be released to augment supply within the Pacific Palms and
Smiths Lake area, and Council should be establishing a basis to expedite investigations to facilitate
urban development within the Charlotte Bay URA through its Zoning in on our Future initiative. To
support this, we recommend Council update the Urban Land Monitor to nominate the Charlotte Bay
URA as the source of the 'potential residential land' dwellings, upon which the Pacific Palms and Smiths
Lake area will rely.

3. HOUSING STRATEGY AND EMPLOYMENT LANDS REVIEW

Land within the Charlotte Bay area has historically been earmarked for investigations to facilitate urban
development for over 30 years. This is evidenced by a copy of the Great Lakes Council letter dated 25
July 1989 to our client, which is included in Attachment 1 to our submission. This letter references a
resolution of Council to consider our client's land as the next suitable candidate for urban development
to cater for growth in the Pacific Palms area.

Since then, and prior to the release of the documents forming Council's current public exhibition, the
most recent suite of long-term plans providing localised directions on urban growth management (as
applicable to our client's site) were last prepared or endorsed by Council around 15 years ago. Key
documents include:

= The Great Lakes Rural Living Strategy Strategic Environmental Assessment and Strategy
(endorsed), which was released in 2004;

= The Housing Strategy for Forster/Tuncurry (endorsed), which was released in 2007 but is
reflective of work undertaken to complete the Forster/Tuncurry Conservation and Development
Strategy, which was released in 2003; and

» The Great Lakes Employment Land Strategy, which was released in 2006, but never endorsed
or implemented.

Collectively, these strategies identified the need for additional land to be released to meet residential
and employment use demands arising from the Smiths Lakes and Pacific Palms communities. These
strategies also aligned to identify Charlotte Bay as the preferred location for land to be released to
accommodate these uses and recommended strategic planning commence to establish a suitable
zoning regime to facilitate urban development no later than 2010-2015.

To date, Planning Proposals initiated by our client in 2007 and 2014 are the only actions that have been
taken to progress investigations in line with Council's endorsed recommendations. The stated objectives
of the current Planning Proposal are to:

= Grow the community of Charlotte Bay in a manageable and logical manner by providing a
permanent residential population that can support existing and future local business enterprise
and which will complement and support the nearby villages of Smiths Lake and Pacific Palms.

= Utilise land that is well located and capable of being serviced for attractive, affordable and low
impact residential development.
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= Identify land with very high conservation values and establish mechanisms for its protection into
perpetuity.

= Increase the connectivity of protected land from Wallis Lake to the Pacific Ocean and from Booti
Booti National Park to Myall Lakes and Wallingat National Parks.

= Allow for recreational activities where compatible with the land and adjoining land uses.

= Improve the environmental condition of the site in conjunction with future development including
the restoration of riparian land, improving or maintaining water quality and protecting habitat for
native plants and animals.

= Ensure that development occurs in a logical and cost-effective manner and that infrastructure and
services are provided in a conjunction with new development.

Based on our ongoing correspondence with Council and DPIE to progress this Planning Proposal, we
understand it has only been supported for the substantial environmental benefit it affords due to the lack
of any other strategic direction to identify new urban land releases within the Pacific Palms and Smiths
Lake area. This benefit is predominantly achieved through the imposition of in-perpetuity conservation
measures for around 250ha of land. In our view, the supply of additional urban lands to cater for unmet
demands in the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area should be considered an equal merit of the
proposal.

Although the current suite of documents on public exhibition collectively reiterate this need to identify
additional urban lands within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area, none provide definitive directions
for Council to expedite the strategic planning required to address urban land supply shortfalls. In our
view, this should be corrected by Council when finalising the Housing Strategy and Employment Lands
Review.

We recommended the following changes to each document for Council's consideration.

In Council's Housing Strategy, under section 4.8 Pacific Palms and Smith's Lake, add a 'Future Housing
Opportunities' point that states "Investigating the potential for land within Charlotte Bay to be released
to accommodate urban development, providing a central location for higher-order jobs and services
catering to the surrounding communities as well as additional residential development opportunities."
This should be supported by the identification of the proposed Charlotte Bay URA boundary shown in
Figure 1 on the Strategy maps provided for the area.

In Appendix C (Local economic/planning strategies) to Council's Employment Lands Review Part A,
identify a key finding of the Great Lakes Employment Land Strategy 2006 was "there is a shortfall in the
employment lands available to meet demands expected within the Pacific Palms/Smiths Lake area, and
Charlotte Bay was identified as the preferred location for investigations to augment this supply within
10-20 years."

4. PLACE-BASED PLANNING FOR PACIFIC PALMS AND SMITHS LAKE

At the culmination of the Zoning in on our Future initiative, Council will need to consolidate the final
recommendations for urban and rural areas to establish planning controls applying to all land within the
LGA. This will require some form of place-based approach to apply the principles or priorities that have
been so-far been identified in response to single-use issues.

The considerations provided in our submission in relation to the Urban Land Monitor, draft Housing
Strategy and draft Employment Zones Review demonstrate that single-use issues (e.g. for housing,
recreation, employment, environmental conservation, rural, etc.) are inter-related and so cannot be
considered in isolation. In our view, the most effective implementation approach to establishing a
forward-looking planning framework would be through the preparation of an area-wide plan for the
Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area. This should seek to update and formalise the Strategic
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Development and Conservation Concept Plan prepared by Council in conjunction with the 2014
Planning Proposal (shown in Figure 2).

We understand a place-based approach is likely to be required for other areas within the LGA, and that
Council will need to prioritise the sequencing of this work through its work program. In our view, place-
based planning for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area should be expedited to commencement
immediately and completed within 2 years. This recognises:

= The Urban Land Monitor 2016-36 indicates there is less than 15-year supply of urban land
available, and that characteristics of that supply suggest it is likely to be significantly
compromised. This, in itself, warrants an immediate need to identify additional new release areas
for residential development, or the implementation of suitable mechanisms to increase capacity
within the existing land supply. As described above, this could be achieved in the short term by
increasing the availability of tourist and visitor accommodation within the area.

= The dispersed communities within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from
Forster-Tuncurry to generate independent demand for facilities and services, including health,
education, and cultural or recreational services. Government leadership is required to establish a
collective vision for creating a diversified employment base that meets the needs of community,
reflects the area's natural amenity, and aligns with the values of the MidCoast. This will assist
with directing new projects across the area's various urban and rural precincts but relies on the
establishment of a forward-looking planning assessment framework reflected in the LEP and
DCP.

= There is limited land available that would be suitable for urban development due to the nature
and extent of development constraints, (including considerations for environmental factors and
infrastructure networks). Government leadership is also required to provide certainty as to the
preferred ultimate use for any relatively unconstrained land and to optimise planning outcomes
within this urban supply, specifically.

= Government leadership is also required to coordinate mechanisms to fund and deliver
infrastructure, and to establish the area-wide benchmarks that would be expected from the private
sector when planning for hazards, and environmental conservation. This includes providing
directions, and supporting policies and processes, for implementing environmental and
community protection measures in line with development to achieve landscape-scale outcomes.

As a strategic landowner within the area, our client would appreciate direct involvement in any place-
based planning initiative.
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Figure 2: Strategic Development and Conservation Concept Plan presented in Council's 2014 Planning Proposal Report
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Our submission provides the basis for Council to align the various documents exhibited in relation to its
Urban Zones Review to reaffirm a commitment to delivering the proposed Charlotte Bay URA for the
benefit of the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake communities. This can be achieved by:

= In the Urban Land Monitor, nominating the Charlotte Bay URA as the source of the 'potential
residential land' dwellings, upon which the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area will rely;

= In the Housing Strategy, identify "Investigating the potential for land within Charlotte Bay to be
released to accommodate urban development, providing a central location for higher-order jobs
and services catering to the surrounding communities as well as additional residential
development opportunities" as a Future Housing Opportunity, and show the proposed Charlotte
Bay URA boundary on the Strategy maps provided for Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area; and

= In the Employment Lands Review Part A, recognise there is a shortfall in the employment lands
available to meet demands expected within the Pacific Palms/Smiths Lake area, and that
Charlotte Bay is the preferred location for investigations to augment this supply.

This would be further supported by a Council-initiated project to prepare an area-wide plan for the Pacific
Palms and Smiths Lake area, building on the Strategic Development and Conservation Concept Plan
prepared by Council in conjunction with the 2014 Planning Proposal.

On behalf of our client, we thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission.
Should you wish to discuss these further, please do not hesitate to contact me on 4925 3286 or
amandaw@cityplan.com.au.

Yours sincerely,

Amanda Wetzel

Regional Director | Newcastle
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Land within the Charlotte Bay area has been earmarked for investigations to facilitate urban
development for over 30 years. This is evidenced by a letter from Great Lakes Council (dated 25 July
1989) to our client referencing a resolution of Council to consider our clients land as the next suitable

candidate for urban development to cater for growth in the Pacific Palms area.

Yours faithfully,

Rex Mooney,
SHIRE CLERK/
GENERAL MANAGER

Figure 3: Great Lakes Council letter of 1989 demonstrating Council's longstanding commitment to releasing land at Charlotte Bay

for urban development
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The 2006 Great Lakes Employment Land Strategy recognised that the dispersed communities within
the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are far enough from Forster-Tuncurry to generate independent
demand for urban facilities and services. At the time that Strategy was prepared, the employment-zoned
land was reflected by zone 2 - Village land broadly available at Smiths Lake, Charlotte Bay, Blueys
Beach and Elizabeth Beach. The Strategy concluded there was insufficient capacity to meet the
expected demand, and recommended an additional lands were identified to accommodate retail (0.5-
1ha), light industry (2-3ha) and community oriented uses to deliver health, education, and cultural or
recreational services (3-5ha).

The zoned employment land supply within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area has not been
augmented since the 2006 Strategy was prepared. During this time, the resident population of the area
has increased, along with visitation. This suggests there may already be an ongoing and unmet demand
for services people require to meet their daily needs.

The 2006 Great Lakes Employment Land Strategy recommended the release of land at Charlotte Bay
to provide a central location for urban services and other employment-generating uses. The proposed
URA boundary shown in Figure 1 broadly aligns with the recommended location. This approach was
preferred to one which would substantially intensify development within an existing village. In our view,
this urban release approach should continue to be favoured as it would allow each village to retain the
bush and beach characteristics with a laid-back holiday feel that motivates people to live in and visit the
area. The coordinated, broadscale conversion of land for urban development would also enable growth
to occur more quickly, to meet the immediate underlying demands.

Around the same time, Council endorsed its Housing Strategy for Forster/Tuncurry (2007), which was
reflective of more detailed work undertaken between 2000-2004 to complete the Forster/Tuncurry
Conservation and Development Strategy. Collectively, these documents also supported a 'village
cluster' approach to meeting current and future demands for urban development. The Forster/Tuncurry
Conservation and Development Strategy estimated there to be capacity for the existing zoned residential
land supply to provide around 430 residential lots between Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake. It recognised
efforts that were already underway to re-zone land in Smiths Lake at Macwood Road (4ha) and Tropic
Gardens Drive (5ha), and in Pacific Palms (3.5ha). These re-zonings have occurred and are currently
reflected in the zoned land supply.

The Forster/Tuncurry Conservation and Development Strategy also foreshadowed medium to longer
term a need to identify additional urban lands within the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area. It
recommended investigations to be focused on the 'Charlotte Bay Precinct', facilitating a mix of
residential, retail, and employment opportunities to allow the broader area to be more self-sufficient. At
the time, this Strategy identified an investigation area of around 100-120ha, which would be capable of
providing around 600 additional lots. The proposed URA boundary shown in Figure 1 broadly aligns
with this Charlotte Bay Precinct.

Additional considerations with respect to the strategic planning history were detailed in Council's 2014
Planning Proposal report, and are summarised below:

= 1997 - A golf course masterplan and stage 1 works for a nine-hole golf course and
shop/clubhouse were approved within our client's site (DA 5057/1991). Stage 1 construction has
been completed for the fairways and water hazards. Our client postponed constructing the Lakes
Way access required to operate the facility commercially to enable this to align with the urban
release area that was being considered with Council.

= 2007 - Council supported a rezoning submission made by the Citta Property Group (SP-LEP-71),
recognising this was "identified in the Forster/Tuncurry Conservation and Development Strategy
So as to enable residential development, larger urban or rural residential lots, employment and
environmental protection purposes.” The (then) Department of Planning and Environment did not
support the application as it, in their view, pre-empted the Growth Management Strategy for the
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Great Lakes (which was never finalised) and the Mid North Coast Regional Plan (which did not
identify our clients site as a Growth Area).

= 2012 - Council resolved to support our client again initiating investigations to facilitate urban
development within the site.

= 2014 - Our client lodged the current Planning Proposal, which is still being considered.

Several changes have occurred within the State and Regional level strategic planning frameworks since
the 2014 Planning Proposal was lodged. Notably, this includes the release of the Hunter Regional Plan
2036, which superseded the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy. We note the Hunter Regional Plan
2036 did not identify any new urban investigation areas within the Region. Instead, it instructs all
Councils to, under Direction 25, monitor housing and employment supply and demand to coordinate the
staged release and rezoning of land.
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ATTACHMENT 2: URBAN LAND MONITOR REVIEW

Our review of Council's Urban Land Monitor, which underpins the draft Housing Strategy, identified
discrepancies in the calculation of estimated capacity available within the zoned supply in the Pacific
Palms and Smiths Lake area. The key findings and recommendations of this review are provided below.
These specifically address the triggers identified to support new rezonings under action 5.3.1 in
Council's draft Housing Strategy, which are:

=  Ownership patterns / land banking is reducing the impetus to take product to market; or

= Supply falls below a level of projected demand — e.g. 10 to 15-year availability of appropriately
zoned land; or

= Land release feasibility is compromised by high development costs
Supply estimate context

We understand the Urban Land Monitor has calculated additional supply that could be made available
through two main sources:

= undeveloped residential land being vacant land currently zoned for residential development with
a land area of greater than 0.5ha; and residential lots with the potential to be subdivided (house
and land greater than 2ha); and

= potential residential land, being land that has been identified as an urban release area either in

the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 2006-2031 or in other local strategies, where there is a
high likelihood of development occurring.

The estimated supply for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area, by source, as presented in the Urban
Land Monitor is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: ULM estimated supply, by source, for Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake

Undeveloped residential land 87
Potential residential land 600 - 600

As defined, the 'undeveloped residential land' capacity should be evident within the zoned supply
boundaries for the Pacific Palms area shown in the draft Housing Strategy. To consider this, we
reviewed the ULM estimates against dwelling capacities identified in historical development approvals
(available through Council's DA tracker) and the residential development (dwelling) forecasts prepared
by .id profile (available online) '. This information is summarised in Table 1.

In our view, the forward theoretical supply estimates described in the Urban Land Monitor that could be
provided from within the zoned supply appear reasonable. However, the likelihood of this capacity being
realised has not been considered within the Urban Land Monitor. This is considered in more detail in
later subsections.
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Table 2: Status of dwelling supply estimates for undeveloped residential land, by location (data drawn from Council's DA tracker
and .id profile's dwelling forecasts)

Area Site / source Status / reference Dwelling
Capacity
Smiths Lake  Macwood Road Precinct Under assessment
DA-272/2016 27
Tropic Gardens Drive Zoned / unproven
.id forecast 63
MidCoast ULM 60*
Pacific Palms Reef Circuit, Under construction
Blueys Beach DA-249/2015 22
Boomerang Drive, Approved (2019)
Blueys Beach DA-345/2016 77
Karnang Drive, Approved (2019)
Boomerang Beach DA-261/2018 10
Red Gum Road, Approved (2019)
Boomerang Beach DA-398/2018 11
Residual land Zoned / unproven
.id forecast 166

(combined for Pacific Palms
and Elizabeth Beach)

MidCoast ULM 139*

The Urban Land Monitor also estimates around 600 additional dwellings are available in 'potential
residential land'. In our experience preparing Local Housing Strategies for other Councils, this would
normally be supported by the identification of 'urban investigation areas' to level commensurate with
meeting that supply. Assuming typical development densities of around 8-12 dwellings per hectare, this
would equate to around 50-75ha of 'investigation' land. This has not been identified in the Urban Land
Monitor, and we recommend this is corrected.

Based on our understanding of the strategic planning history for the area, the estimated 600 additional
dwellings are likely to correspond with the capacity expected within the proposed Charlotte Bay URA. If
that is accurate, we note .id profile have indicated a much more conservative estimate of 142 dwellings
(2028-2036) for the area (referred to in its residential supply forecasts as the Charlotte Bay Precinct
Urban Release Area UR1. In our view, this is more reflective of the likely supply that would be available
provided the land can be rezoned and serviced in a timely manner.
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Ownership patterns

Supply capacity within the Smiths Lake area relies entirely on development within two sites (Macwood
Rd and Tropics Gardens Drive), which we understand are controlled by two separate landowners. That
leaves this supply more vulnerable to operational risks, such as changes in access to finance, which
could lead to lengthy delays or unforeseen drops in supply delivery.

Further to this, neither of these sites have produced a new lot to date. We understand there are still
several approval milestones and a high level of infrastructure servicing required to facilitate lot
production. In our view, this cannot yet be considered effective supply.

The ownership pattern in Pacific Palms appears to provide a higher-level of competition, which can
assist with putting downward pressure on housing prices. The number of recent approvals suggests this
supply may already be compensating for lack of availability in Smiths Lake. In our view, the consumption
of this supply is likely to exceed the projected dwelling requirements, particularly if supply remains
unavailable in Smiths Lake. This may lead to supply being exhausted faster than anticipated.

10 to 15-year availability

The Urban Land Monitor considers residential land supply in relation to projected dwelling demand for
average and high growth scenarios. We understand the average growth rates are based on recent past
trends, and high growth scenarios allow for an additional 20% growth above average rates. These
figures are shown in Table 3 for Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake.

In our view, the past trends for the Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake area are reflective of supply-driven
markets. In other words, we expect more people would choose to purchase dwellings within both these
areas, if more supply was available.

Table 3: Council's projected dwelling requirements for Pacific Palms and Smiths Lake as presented in the Urban Land Monitor

Growth scenario Projected total Projected pop Projected Projected
population growth dwelling demand | dwelling demand
2036 2016-2036 per year 2016-2036

Smiths Lake

Average growth 2,143 908 29 586

(2.79% p.a.)

High growth 2,325 1,090 35 703

(3.35% p.a.)

Pacific Palms

Average growth 849 149 9 175
scenario

(0.97% p.a)

High growth 876 179 11 210
scenario

(1.16% p.a.)

We consider the 600 lots allocated to potential residential land sources to be outside the scope of
consideration as to whether a 10 to 15-year supply is available. This recognises that the release of this
source would be triggered by this review and would rely on rezoning to facilitate development. In our
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experience, that process takes a minimum of 2 years, but typically around 5 years to complete, with
additional time required for subsequent development approvals and the provision of enabling
infrastructure.

That means the projected demand requirements shown in Table 3 must be considered within the
undeveloped residential land supply capacity. In this regard:

= Smiths Lake has around 2-3 years supply available. However, this supply is unlikely to become
effective in the short term, due to outstanding approval and infrastructure requirements.

= Pacific Palms may have around 28-35 years available. However, with corrections to adjust for the
supply-driven nature of projections, this supply longevity is likely to be substantially exaggerated.
In addition to this, the Pacific Palms market is likely to compensate, in the short term, for lack of
supply in Smiths Lake, which may also lead to supply being exhausted faster than anticipated.

On balance, the entire area is likely to have less than 10 to 15-years supply available. This warrants the
need for the supply to be augmented through the release of additional urban lands.

Development costs

The undeveloped residential land supply in Smiths lake is heavily constrained (steeply sloping, heavily
vegetated, and threatened by bushfire), and is not yet connected to reticulated sewer. These constraints
generally lead to cost-prohibitive situations that can either delay supply production or lead to higher sale
prices, which may be unfavourable to the market.

Summary

Our review of the information provided in the Urban Land Monitor indicates:

= The estimated 600 additional dwellings allocated 'potential residential land' sources are likely to
correspond with the capacity expected within the proposed Charlotte Bay URA and cannot be
used as a basis for considering the 10 to 15-year availability of supply.

= The estimated 600 additional dwellings allocated 'potential residential land' sources are unlikely
to be fully realised within the 2036 planning horizon. This capacity is likely to be closer to around
150 dwellings, provided the land can be rezoned and serviced in a timely manner.

= The supply available in Smiths Lake in particular is already compromised by limited
landownership and development constraints that may lead to delayed supply production or higher
sale prices, which may be unfavourable to the market.
= On balance, there is a less than 10 to 15-years supply available across the Pacific Palms and
Smiths Lake area. This recognises:
= Smiths Lake has around 2-3 years supply available; and
= Pacific Palms supply longevity (28-35 years) is likely to be substantially exaggerated due to
the supply-driven nature of the projections and it likelihood that it will compensate, in the short
term, for lack of supply in Smiths Lake.

In our view, additional urban land should be released to augment supply within the Pacific Palms and
Smiths Lake area. Council should assert therefore seek to prioritise investigations to facilitate urban
development within the Charlotte Bay URA through its Zoning in on our Future initiative.
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From: "Frank Compton" <frank@calcosurveyors.com.au>
Sent: Fri, 25 Feb 2022 11:02:16 +1100

To: "Rural Strategy" <rural@midcoast.nsw.gov.au>

Cc: "paradza9025@gmail.com" <paradza9025@gmail.com>
Subject: 201 Jacks Road, Gloucester

Dear Sir/Madam

We would like to register an interest in councils current strategic plans and subsequent re-configuration
of zone and lot size boundaries. The subject property in currently encased within the Avon River, Jacks
Road, and the R5 boundary. Obviously due to the size of the land any substantial Agriculture is not
achievable, and the property is more accommodated to Large Lot Residential Lifestyle. Further to this,

extension of the 4000m? Lot size would also be logical. Services to the land are readily available, and it is
envisaged that the possibility of an extra lot is achievable above the flood level of the land.

Thank you for considering this as part of the current rural strategy.

Regards,
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Frank Compton
Registered Surveyor
Calco Surveyors Pty Ltd
PO BOX 194

Gloucester 2422

Ph : (02) 6558 2255

Email secured by Check Point
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