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Attachment 1 - DUFHS - Final Consultation — Submission Summary

Submitter Submission Summary Comment

lan Shuttle This submission relates to the current zone boundary between the E3 As stated in the Consultation Report, this matter is quite specific

g’r ‘_J°h“d zone and R2 zone as it applies to Lots 11 and 12 DP 1156095 and could be dealt with in a site specific Planning Proposal. The

raig an o . - ) Strategy is a broader planning document concerning housing

Jeanette The submission is advising of the suitability of the sloping portion of the : L ! . ;

Shuttle site for residential development. It would appear that in the past the (Sdirggg%Sauup;gflocatlons], Itis not intended to address detailed site

LEP has applied the zone boundary partly based on slope. P '
) ) ) A L A future planning proposal to consider the zone boundary issue is

Zone Lie suiarnflsswr:j_protwde? tdettﬁ"s on slgpe Ztab'"ty U Ea el L not inconsistent with the Strategy as this site (and the E3 zone) is

Boundary support ot an agjustiment o the zone boundary. contiguous to existing residential zoned land.

1"10;56;; ;12 bl Recommendation: No change to the Strategy and the
submission of a site specific Planning Proposal to resolve the
zone boundary issue.

David Kelly This submission reiterates Gunlakes’ concerns regarding the protection | The Strategy does identify the haulage route for Gunlake as a

Gunlake of its haulage route from potential residential interface issues with the constraint in the Marulan North Precinct. A specific buffer distance

Quarries Marulan North residential precinct. was not specified in the Strategy due to the need to do a noise

The submission cites State Environmental Planning Policy (Mining g?r?l?lZS;I;r:)egtth?a:dptr:aacfifl[ligsfheesir;; :rln?r?ig' [;e:;t aognz‘;:fdpézlﬁggrgiely
g::hk;aul ierrl?;z{:g? afg?g‘gﬁg?g;i gd;fg:::) in terms of the objectives being did not follow strict property boundaries in the expectation of future

Roulr:y pp p 9 ' constraints etc and studies being used to determine boundaries. As

The submission i1s seeking a 250m wide buffer for the haulage route
between the Brayton Road intersection, and Hume Highway along
Ambrose/and Red Hills Road similar to the buffer indicated in the
Strategy for the Hume Highway.

it currently stands the buffer as mapped in the precinct covers a
distance of approximately 260m south of Ambrose — Red Hills
Road. The opportunity area is indicated as being to the south of
this distance.

The precinct map could be amended to include the 250m buffer in
the legend (similar to the Hume Highway). It is noted though that
this is just a Strategy document and that further detail around this
issue will need to be dealt with at the Planning Proposal/DCP
Master Planning phases.

Recommendation: The legend in the precinct map be amended
to include the 250m distance in the buffer (similar to Hume
Highway) for Ambrose/Red Hills Road from Brayton Road to
the Hume Highway.
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

3 | Urbanism on
behalf of
Ganter

Mistful Park

This submission requests that:

a)

b)

d)

The DUFHS acknowledges Council’'s Resolution of 6 March 2018
in relation to the Mistful Park Urban Expansion Lands Planning
Proposal (Precinct 5)

The DUHFS is corrected to acknowledge the more rigorous
environmental field work that has already been undertaken by
Woodlands Environmental Management in direct consultation with
Council's environmental and Strategic Planning staff in 2017
Further, that environmental overlays contained in the DUHFS are
corrected to identify the site as being subject to detail site surveys
already undertaken by the landowner in consultation with Council
staff.

That the DUFHS specifically identifies Mistful Park Urban
Expansion Lands Planning Proposal as substantially progressed
and proponent-led and that a report recommending its progression
to the NSW Department of Planning Industry and Environment
LEP Gateway be received for Council’s consideration along with
the draft Strategy so that the detailed environmental assessments
and pathways can be progressed with OEH.

That Council, mindful of the delays in finalising the DUFHs,
instructs staff to refer the Mistful Park Urban Expansion Lands
Planning Proposal to the Department of Environmental Planning,
Infrastructure and Environment (DPIE) seeking a Gateway
Determination without further delay, noting its consistency with the
DUFHS.

As previously stated the DUFHS is a general strategy concerned
with housing supply/demand, whilst identifying suitable locations for
expansion. Itis notintended to the means to flag the history of
each area under consideration. The Mistful Park site is identified as
being within the pre 2036 area for land release.

The site does have some areas of biodiversity that are required to
be further assessed under the new legislation introduced after the
earlier Flora and Fauna Report commissioned by Ganter. Itis
agreed that the study by Ganter may be more accurate - the
Strategy does state that it is only flagging high level constraints.

Given that NSW DPIE (Environment) — former Office of
Environment and Heritage, had provided a specific comment an this
site to the effect that a biodiversity assessment under the new
legislation needs to be undertaken, it will be this assessment, which
will determine land capability and extent/ocation of residential in
relation to biodiversity.

This planning proposal was deferred for consideration with the
Strategy and once the Strategy is adopted by Council, it is agreed
that the processing of this proposal should proceed.

The resolution stated that:

1. The report from the Senior Strategic Planner regarding the
Planning Proposal to rezone Mistful Park (Lot 1 & 4 DP
1223269 and Lot 214 DP 1231260) be received.

2. The Flanning Proposal to rezone the ‘Mistful Park’ property is
supported in principle but deferred at this time pending the
outcome of the Urban & Fringe Housing Strategy.

3 The Planning Proposal to rezone the ‘Mistful Park’ property be
included on a list of properties to be considered in the Urban &
Fringe Housing Strategy and the applicant be encourage fo
Investigate the concerns raised by the State Government
Departments.

Based on the above wording of the resolution, being “in principle”
support, a further Council resolution is required to proceed with the
processing of this matter following the endorsement of the Strategy.

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

Recommendation: That the Strategy is endorsed and following
this Council consider a report on this planning proposal to
proceed.

The biodiversity issues identified to be addressed by an
assessment as required by DPIE (Environment) as per the
NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 2076. Such an
assessment is likely to be a condition of any Gateway
determination for a planning proposal.

4 | Precise
Planning

On behalf of
Owner -

515
Crookwell
Road,
Kingsdale

A Preliminary Onsite Wastewater and Stormwater Management
Constraints Assessment was included with this which concludes:

There are no significant constraints to onsite wastewater
management at the site

Sufficient land will be available within proposed lots to dispose of
effluent in an ecologically sustainable manner such that the NorBE
test is satisfied.

Mo water quality impacts are expected on downstream water
resources provided that the subdivision layout is undertaken with
care and in accordance with the constraints mapping undertaken
herein.

In relation to water quality (stormwater), the report at section 4.5
concludes:

.

Inclusion of appropriate water quality systems such as roadside
swales, rainwater tanks and end of line ponds would result in the
achievement of a NorBE water quality outcome

Transport of sediment, nitrogen and phosphorus would be reduced
from current conditions and development of the site would in fact
have a beneficial impact on water quality when compared to
current rural grazing activities

There would subsequently be no detrimental impact to the water
quality entering the downstream Sooley Dam as a result of a future
large lot residential subdivision.

Based on the above, the proponent’s position in relation to the
inclusion of this land in the Goulburn Housing Strategy is reiterated
based on the following:

1)

The inclusion of this land into the housing strategy is not
guaranteeing it will be rezoned. It is simply affording the owner the

This site is not required to meet the demand for housing as
identified in the Strategy. As stated in the accompanying Council
Report, the Strategy identifies a surplus of 1,389 residential lots in
Goulburn to 2036 with further land identified post 2036. This
surplus may be reduced due to site specific constraints in some
locations which is likely to generate further large lots for residential
or rural residential.

The site Is not contiguous with existing urban development.

The site has a particular constraint in relation to its proximity to a
town water supply that other opportunity sites do not have.

Urban (serviced) residential opportunity areas identified in the
Strategy follow the watershed between the catchment that feeds
into Sooley Dam and the catchment immediately to the South which
feeds into the creek below Rossi Weir. This provides a visual as
well as physical barrier and creates a logical transition point when
approaching the town.

The suggestion that the site can be developed, would be an
argument that could apply to most sites in the local government
area, including those that are outside the Strategy opportunity
areas.

The site is currently zoned E3 Environmental Management with the
associated limits to land uses, furthermore, this site has been zoned
E3 since 2009 - the Strategy is not altering this situation.

Whilst intensive livestock agriculture is a permissible use, it would
still require development consent and concurrence from Water
NSW in relation to water quality.

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

opportunity to pursue a pathway for rezoning, if he so chooses. It
would be the owner’s responsibility to undertake all the further
studies and liaise with all the various Government departments to
persuade them that the rezoning should proceed. All that is being
requested of Council at this point is to include it in the strategy.

The proponent is aware that there are numerous constraints
affecting the site. However, at his effort and cost, he is willing to
investigate each and every constraint, as the process requires,
without it becoming the burden of Council.

The reports relating to the rezoning process is at the full cost of the
owner. The rezoning would not create any demand on the public
purse.

The land is only about 1 kilometre from the edge of the existing
residential area of Goulburn.

If the land is not included in the Housing Strategy, Council would
be assigning it to be effectively sterilised from any productive use
for possibly 20-30 years. Intensive Livestock Agriculture is not
permitted in the zone. Intensive Plant Agriculture is permitted but
the ability to control nutrient runoff is far less effective than a
subdivision. This is confirmed by the Martens report. Extensive
agriculture is permitted, but again it would result in animal
droppings running into the dam.

The issue of demand is a commercial decision by the developer.
However, it should be pointed out that if demand for this type of
development (rural/residential) significantly increases over time,
then including it in the strategy at least gives the option of helping
to satisfy the demand, whereas if it is not included, the supply will
not be available and the community would not be able to benefit
from the growth that would otherwise ocour.

In terms of housing targets, there is no guarantee that the areas
favoured by the current DRAFT document will be able to be
developed, due to the constraints not being fully investigated at
this time.

Further, some landowners may be unwilling or unable to develop
their land at a time when the demand is there, which would mean
that the Housing Strategy’s housing targets will not be met.

Furthermore, it is one of a number of permissible uses which apply
to the zone in general but may not be suitable for this site. It is not
a strong argument to suggest that because intensive livestock
agriculture is a permissible use that residential should be
considered as an alternative.

Whilst it is appreciated that the owner would pay for the associated
costs of site specific studies and rezoning fees, if Council does not
intend to extend the opportunity area further, it would be more
appropriate to make a strategic decision at this point rather than
allow for an owner to fund ongoing costs.

Further specific discussion on the submitted Preliminary onsite
Wastewater and Stormwater Management Constraints
Assessment: 515 Crookwell Road, Kingsdale prepared by Martens
Consulting Engineering and in relation to water quality
management issues is made in the accompanying Council Report.

Recommendation: This submission is not supported and the
land remain excluded as an opportunity area.

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

5 | Tomasy
Planning

On behalf of
the owner of
Glenrock

1.

The inclusion of Marulan South is accretive [form part of the
gradual growth or increase] to the community and consistent with
the Strategy.

Economic and social reasons for inclusion of this area being

¢ the inclusion of this area is required for connectivity to other
land which may have potential for residential (and that the
more lots developed would make it more viable for
infrastructure

¢ exclusion from the Strategy would be effectively be for a period
—to 2036;

?  the precinct is close to railway stations at Marulan and Tallong;

? there are a substantial number of rural residential properties
such as Glenrowan Green in proximity along Highland Way
[note this subdivision is actually located within the RUS village
Zone in Tallong].

The stated factual reason for excluding the relevant land is
fundamentally flawed, as it rests on 3 external submissions which
have been completely mischaracterised by BM Strategic Planning.
The decision to exclude this land based on the Boral, DPIE
(Geoscience) and Water NSW submissions is fatally flawed.

The recommendation does not benefit the community and only
benefits Boral.

Supporting Boral instead of the community's interest despite it not
adjoining Boral's site.

Council should not be placed in a position where they are asked to
support a recommendation at the expense of their community and
own reputations.

Exclusion of the relevant land would deny the community in
practical terms for 20 years potential to develop in a cohesive and
sympathetic way along Highland Way.

By including the land in Marulan East (South) Council loses
nothing, even if it is found that it cannot be redeveloped through
the planning proposal process.

1. The Marulan South (East) rural residential opportunity area was
included at the suggestion of Elton Consulting when land
capability for rural residential was determined as being limited
following the exhibition of the first strategy. As a percentage of
supply the 30 lots potentially identified in this precinct were
relatively low and represented around 8.5% of the identified
need for a total of 350 dwellings/ lots in the Strategy for
Marulan. The Strategy generally looked to limit rural residential
to 10% of supply given the larger amounts of land required to
meet a larger minimum lot size of 2ha (in comparison to urban
land release). The argument that Marulan's expansion to this
location is “accretive” is unclear. Marulan can expand to the
Northern Precinct and can meet supply well beyond 2036,
without having to cross the Hume Highway. Expansion of
Marulan to the North which is less constrained and will be
serviced will also be accretive and satisfy demand.

2. The economic arguments as raised in this submission are:

“  the inclusion of this area would be required If extension of
rural residential is proposed, however, this is not
recommended and therefore not proposed.

¢ exclusion from the Strategy would be effectively be for a
period —to 2036 , however, this argument does not take
into consideration the monitoring component of the
Strategy, furthermore, this argument could be used for any
land excluded from the Strateqgy,

? the precinct is close to railway stations at Marulan and
Tallong as is other land identified in the Strategy;

° there are a substantial number of rural residential
properties such as Glenrowan Green in proximity along
Highland Way. This subdivision is actually located within
the RU5 village zone in Tallong  Lots along the northern
side of Highland Way are generally 10ha or greater. Lots
on the southern side of Highland Way range in size with a
couple just under 10ha and other lots being larger. There
are no other rural residential subdivisions down to 2ha lots
sizes along Highlands Way.

The arguments tend to be based on the need for supply of rural
residential land for housing. As discussed in the accompanying

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

9. Excluding land on the basis of the Boral submission is not in the
interests of the community.

Council Report and below, it is considered that the land is surplus to
meet the demand for housing identified in the Strategy.

3. The submission from Water NSW was not supportive of the
development of the Marulan South area — south of Highland
Way and east of the highway. It is agreed that being
“unsupportive” does not prevent further study and assessment
of this matter. However, the addition of 30 rural residential lots
as limited by water quality issues was not considered
fundamental to housing provision to meet demand identified in
the Strategy when considered in context with the excess of
housing identified in the Strategy for Marulan and given the
likelihood of rural residential lots being generated on
constrained sites within the Marulan North Precinct.

Water NSW advised in its submission dated 18 December, 2019
advised:

The Strategy also proposes to accommodate Large Lot
Residential (unsewered) development in an area referred to as
Marulan South (Figure D). It appears this area is being put
forward in place of former Deferred Area 16 which lies south of
the railway line. Both former Deferred Area 16 and the current
Marulan South Opportunity Area have significant water quality
risk constraints. Based on the results of the SLWCA for
Residential Unsewered Lots {4,000m2 to 2ha), both areas
are characterised by Moderate to Extreme Risks to water
quality, with most of the land being dominated by an
Extreme risk. The Marulan South area contains a number of
1st and 2nd order drainage features and, as raised earlier,
the constraints analysis, does not take into account the 5
buffer distances for EMAs. The land may be more
constrained than anticipated by the Strategy. WaterNSW is
generally not supportive of unsewered development
occurring in this area.

As an alternative, based on results of the SLWCA for
Residential Unsewered Lots (4,000m2 to 2ha), areas south-
west of Marulan between the Main Southern Railway and
Hume Highway have land areas that vary from Low fo Extreme
Risk to water quality, with more areas of Low Risk potentially
available for development WaterNSW would welcome the

6
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

opportunity to discuss with Council whether this area might be
more suitable in providing a limited supply of Large Lot
Residential housing.

The area identified rural residential was relatively small in terms
of yield and coupled with the extreme water quality risk and
effluent management area (EMA) buffers was likely to have a
reduced yield.

The submissions from NSW DPIE (Geoscience) and Boral were
not relied upon for this decision to exclude this area from the
Strategy.

It is agreed that when looking at the DPIE (Geoscience)
submission that | had inadvertently included both reference to its
objections to for land south of the railway line with the area to
the north (when in fact they were supportive of the area north of
the railway line in this precinct. DPIE's submission reads as
follows:

The Division has no concerns with the Marulan South area
(north of the main Southern Railway), however further
residential development within area M-2 south of the Main
Southern Railway in the vicinity of the Peppertree Quarry private
rail line (Consolidated Mining | ease16) would be of concern to
the Division

This error is noted and will be identified as a correction in
the accompanying report to Council.

6. Reliance on the Boral submission is cited as another
objection to the exclusion of this area, however decision making
on this matter :

«  Water NSW concerns over water quality risks and resultant
lack of yield.

*  Access/location.
« The precinct is not contiguous with Marulan.

s Itis not actually required to meet housing demand in
Marulan.

The issue of rural residential interface with mining activities is a
valid one generally especially in Marulan and is a consideration

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

However, the primary consideration is water quality coupled with
an excess of supply in Marulan North.

The criteria for the Strategy for RS large lot residential
development included (amongst other criteria):

»  The resulting development will not adversely impact on the
groundwater system.

«  The need for additional lots can be justified in terms of
supply and demand.

The Strategy identifies urban residential land with a potential
yield of 694 dwellings (in Marulan North) and a further post 2036
yield of 631 dwellings.

Marulan does not need an additional 30 lots identified in this
precinct when it is only required to provide an additional 355
dwellings. The Strategy is more concerned with identifying the
least constrained land in Marulan North and flagging this area
for further development.

Given the numbers and site constraints in Marulan North, it is
likely that yields may be reduced in favour of some larger
lifestyle lots as the further site specific studies and constraints
further develop with future study.

7. As previously stated, the suggestion that exclusion from the

Strategy would be effectively be for a period to 2036, does not
take into consideration the monitoring component of the
Strategy, furthermore, this argument could be used for any land
excluded from the Strategy  Should it be identified through
monitoring or changes in demand that the Strategy needs to be
reviewed, then this can be undertaken before 2036 as needs
dictate.

The Strategy is fundamentally concerned with meeting housing
demand and supply which it has done. Furthermore, the review
and consideration of appropriate uses for rural land is a matter

to be considered in the proposed Resource Lands (Agricultural
and Extractives) Strategy.

8. The argument that the inclusion of this extended area could be

left to be determined as a part of a planning proposal is

Item 15.1- Attachment 1
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Submitter Submission Summary Comment
effectively arguing that there is no need for a strategy to
consider this area’s inclusion. This argument could be used on
other sites, also and is not a strategic approach.

9. As previously stated, this matter is not excluded on the basis of
reliance on Boral's submission, although rural residential
interface I1s a relevant issue for consideration in an area where
there are a number of extractive industries operating (i.e. refer
submission from Gunlake etc).

Recommendation: The accompanying Council report include a

correction regarding the DPIE Geoscience submission.

The Marulan East (former South) precinct remain excluded

from the Strategy as an opportunity area.

Ross This submission relates to the proposal to exclude the rural residential
Cameron and | opportunity area from Marulan East from the Strategy and refers to the | As per the comments above.
Charles Tomasy Planning submission referred to above.
Mendel, Co
chairmen The submission requests the inclusion of the Marulan East precinct
identifying a rural residential opportunity area would be beneficial for
the following reasons’
Southern
Highlands 1. The area adjoins Marulan and runs in one long continuous stretch
Progress along Highland Way. Highland Way forming a residential area and

Association

Note: no prior
submissions to
the Strategy
have been
submitted
whilst the
Strategy was
on exhibition
by the
Southern
Highlands
Progress
Association.

corridor. Therefore inclusion in the Strategy would benefit the
immediate sense of continuity, development and cohesion within
the community, and provide a much needed residential presence
which would in turn support Marulan, Tallong and Wingello.

Reiterate issues raised in the Tomasy Planning submission that
the current recommendation to exclude this area is not
substantiated by the Water NSW, Department of Planning (DPIE —
Geoscience) and Boral submissions. The content of these
submissions being inaccurately presented to Council

Agrees with the Tomasy Planning commentary on the Boral
submissions and would be concerned if Council supported a
business at the expense of the community.

Community benefit as per Tomasy Planning submission, and adds
that there would be no detrimental impact having this considered in
a planning proposal.

Item 15.1- Attachment 1

Page 12



Ordinary Council Meeting Attachments

16 June 2020

Submitter

Submission Summary

Comment

7 | Suresh
Guduguntla

17699 Hume
Hwy Towrang
[Goulburn].

Requests the extension of the Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy to
include the land known as 17699 Hume Hwy Towrang [Goulburn].

This submission is suggesting that the property identified in the plans
below is suitable for rural residential lots

It is also suggesting tha the proximity of this property to Goulburn is
closer than the rural residential areas identified in the Strategy for the
Mountain Ash precinct.

It is pointing out nearby lots of 10 — 16 ha in area on Boxers Hill Road.

Property Surrounds Sketch Plan

&y
INTindustnal
zoned lapd

It is requesting a rezoning to permit lots 2 — 5 ha and 10h in area as
indicated in the plan below.

This area currently has a 20ha minimum allotment size.

Unlike the Mountain Ash precinct, it does not have any direct
access to Goulburn without accessing the Hume Highway.

The Housing Strategy is primarily concerned with housing demand
and supply. This property is not required to meet supply for the
Strategy.

The property is not contiguous.

The Strategy is not intended to be a review of rural land utilisation
and minimum allotment sizes in rural zones.

Recommendation: No change to the Strategy. This property is
not contiguous, and the land is not required to meet supply for
housing.

The Strategy identifies Opportunity Areas for rural residential
ith better access to Goulburn. The Mountain Ash and
Brisbane Grove Precincts have existing road access via
Braidwood Road and Windellama Road, without accessing the
Hume Highway.

10
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Comment

2HA to SHA
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[Proposed Lot Size Sketch Plan - Option 2|

8 | Stewart
Thompson

Run of
Waters
Precinct

This submission is supportive of the inclusion of the residential
opportunity area identified to the north of the existing Run of Waters
area.

The submission re-states the suitability of the precinct for residential
development based on the availability (or potential availability) of
essential services including:

=  Water
= Sewer
= Electricity

It identifies the opportunities around the use of existing riparian areas
for natural and open space uses in addition to stormwater.

Encourages Council to recognise the existing biodiversity constraints
with the presence of Tablelands Box Gum Woodland, wildlife corridors
etc.

Suggests no alteration to lot size or future development allowed along
the northern boundary of the existing Run-O-Waters development.

*Lots 107, 109 & 110, 112, 113 DP1218989 & Lots 18:22

The Strategy identifies this precinct from the north of the existing
Run O Waters area through to the southern side of Gurrundah
Road as having potential for housing.

The potential varies throughout the precinct with the area identifying
urban and large lot residential areas of potential.

There are areas of biodiversity interest which will require further
assessment and may impact development potential. This is the
area containing the Tablelands Box Gum Woodland.

This area currently has a minimum allotment size of 2ha, which
following further biodiversity assessment be the limit of its potential
which was partly why it was not identified for urban. Servicing this
portion of the precinct was also requiring further information to
determine capacity.

Recommendation: No change to the Strategy is required.

11
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- -
@” Urhanism

Planning + Strategy + Design

13 May 2020

The General Manager
Goulburn Mulwaree Council
184-194 Bourke St
GOULBURN NSW 2580

Dear Mr Bennett
Submission — Draft Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy

Urbanism has been engaged by Ganter Constructions to prepare the following submission to
the Draft Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy.

Ganter Constructions are concerned that earlier submissions made highlighting significant
shortcomings of the environmental investigations undertaken to inform the Strategy continue
to be ignored. This is despite extensive delays over the past 2.5 years in finalising what was
originally supposed to take no more than 6 month to complete.

Ganter Constructions lodged a planning proposal with Council in September 2017. At its
meeting of 6 March 2018, resolved as follows:

2. The Planning Proposal to rezone the ‘Mistful Park’ property is supported in
principle but deferred at this time pending the outcome of the Urban &
Fringe Housing Strategy.

3. The Planning Proposal to rezone the ‘Mistful Park’ property be included on a
list of properties to be considered in the Urban & Fringe Housing Strategy
and the applicant be encourage to investigate the concerns raised by the
State Government Departments

Ganter Constructions welcomed this decision confident that having already undertaken
detailed environmental audits in consultation with Council's Environmental Officer, the
DUFHS would not present any delays to their planning proposal and would progress quickly.

Despite the above resolution, Ganter Constructions are no closer to receiving a gateway
determination which is necessary to enable consultations with State Government
Departments to commence.

These delays could be justifiable if they were necessary to add value to the detailed
environmental investigations and planning proposal already commenced at Ganter
Constructions expense. Instead, the outcome is a DUFHS that relies to a cursory ‘look over
the fence’ to evaluate environmental lands. This was described by the DUFHS as follows:

Urbanism Pty Ltd
ACN 130 715 436
126, 1 Bligh Street
Sydney NSW 2000
Phone: (02) 9053 7373
www.urbanism.sydney
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“The validation was carried out from accessible public roads adjoining the identified
Frecincts. The purpose of the validation was to visually identify and update the
existing mapped vegetation data with any gross inconsistencies. No detailed
survey was carried out over the Precincts.” (emphasis added)

This approach is significantly inferior to the detailed on-site field surveys undertaken by
Woodlands Environmental Management in consultation with Council's Environmental staff in
August 2017. The methodology for this field work was described as follows:

“The flora survey was undertaken using quadrats, random meanders and
targeted searches for Threatened Species. Two quadrats were surveyed within
remnant Yellow Box - Blakely’s Red Gum grassy woodland, with additional
random meanders. Surveying within highly modified and disturbed vegetation was
undertaken using random meanders.”

The outcome of this detailed field work was illustrated in Figure 1 (overleaf) prepared by
Woodlands Environmental Management in support of the planning proposal. This equated to
approximately 24% if the site being identified as containing Blackly's Yellow Box Woodland.

However, under the ‘rapid visual validation’ (an inferior and high level methodology)
undertaken to support the DUFHS, all but the entire site has been identified as containing
TECs or HEV land (see Figure 2).

While it is noted and acknowledged that the Draft Strategy recommends that, the Precinct 5
Middle Arm West area, that the subject site forms part of in this rendition of the Strategy is to
“Rezone land immediately adjoining the existing urban fringe in the short/medium term to
urban residential”, the recommendation also causes ambiguity by recommending that the
Precinct is a “Long term development opportunity subject to a detailed masterplan”.

It is requested that:

a) The DUFHS acknowledges Council's Resolution of 6 March 2018 in relation to the
Mistful Park Urban Expansion Lands Planning Proposal (Precinct 5)

b) The DUHFS is corrected to acknowledge the more rigorous environmental field work
that has already been undertaken by Woodlands Environmental Management in
direct consultation with Council's environmental and Strategic Planning staff in 2017.
Further, that environmental overlays contained in the DUHFS are corrected to
identify the site as being subject to detail site surveys already undertaken by the
landowner in consultation with Council staff.

c) That the DUFHS specifically identifies Mistful Park Urban Expansion Lands Planning
Proposal as substantially progressed and proponent-led and that a report
recommending its progression to the NSW Department of Planning Industry and
Environment LEP Gateway be received for Council's consideration along with the
draft Strategy so that the detailed environmental assessments and pathways can be
progressed with OEH.

d) That Council, mindful of the delays in finalising the DUFHs, instructs staff to refer the
Mistful Park Urban Expansion Lands Planning Proposal to the Department of
Environmental Planning, Infrastructure and Environment (DPIE) seeking a Gateway
Determination without further delay, noting its consistency with the DUFHS.

2|Page
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We hope that the long delays in the assessment of our planning proposal lodged more than
2.5 years ago can now be progressed without further delay.

Kind regards

Wesley Folitarik
B. Environmental Planning (UWS); M. Property Development (UTS)
Managing Director |Urbanism

3|Page
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From: Jeff Bulfin
Sent: Thursday,
To: Submissions <Submissions@goulburn.nsw.gov.au>; Council <Council@goulburn.nsw.gov.au>

rn Housing Strategy)
Dear Council
I refer to the above matter and email from Scott Martin to me on 24 April 2020.

The email referred to, as well as statements made by Council officer Scott Martin on the night of the
meeting, indicated that, whilst not the only constraint, the proximity of the site to Sooley Dam was the
primary reason that the land was excluded from the draft Housing Strategy.

I am now attaching a Preliminary Onsite Wastewater and Stormwater Management Constraints Assessment,
prepared by Martens And Associates. Martens and Associates are considered experts in the field. The soil
testing and analysis undertaken onsite in conjunction with the preparation of this report is very extensive,
and the conclusions (outlined below) are very encouraging in support of the ability of the land to support
development without adverse impacts on Sooley Dam.

In relation to wastewater, the report at section 3.3 concludes

1. There are no significant constraints to onsite wastewater management at the site

2. Sufficient land will be available within proposed lots to dispose of effluent in an ecologically sustainable
manner such that the NorBE test is satisfied.

3. No water quality impacts are expected on downstream water resources provided that the subdivision
layout is undertaken with care and in accordance with the constraints mapping undertaken herein.

In relation to water quality (stormwater), the report at section 4.5 concludes

1. Inclusion of appropriate water quality systems such as roadside swales, rainwater tanks and end of line
ponds would result in the achievement of a NorBE water quality outcome

2. Transport of sediment, nitrogen and phosphorus would be reduced from current conditions and
development of the site would in fact have a beneficial impact on water quality when compared to
current rural grazing activities

3. There would subsequently be no detrimental impact to the water quality entering the downstream
Sooley Dam as a result of a future large lot residential subdivision.

In light of the conclusions of this report, I wish to reiterate the proponent’s position in relation to the
inclusion of this land in the Goulburn Housing Strategy

1) The inclusion of this land into the housing strategy is not guaranteeing it will be rezoned. It is simply
affording the owner the opportunity to pursue a pathway for rezoning, if he so chooses. It would be the
owner’s responsibility to undertake all the further studies and liaise with all the various Government
departments to persuade them that the rezoning should proceed. All that is being requested of Council at this
point is to include it in the strategy.
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2) The proponent is aware that there are numerous constraints affecting the site. However, at his effort and
cost, he is willing to investigate each and every constraint, as the process requires, without it becoming the
burden of Council.

3) The reports relating to the rezoning process is at the full cost of the owner. The rezoning would not create
any demand on the public purse.

4) The land is only about 1 kilometre from the edge of the existing residential area of Goulburn.

5) If the land is not included in the Housing Strategy, Council would be assigning it to be effectively
sterilised from any productive use for possibly 20-30 years. Intensive Livestock Agriculture is not permitted
in the zone. Intensive Plant Agriculture is permitted but the ability to control nutrient runoff is far less
effective than a subdivision. This is confirmed by the Martens report. Extensive agriculture is permitted, but
again it would result in animal droppings running into the dam.

6) The issue of demand is a commercial decision by the developer. However, it should be pointed out that if
demand for this type of development (rural/residential) significantly increases over time, then including it in
the strategy at least gives the option of helping to satisfy the demand. whereas if it is not included, the
supply will not be available and the community would not be able to benefit from the growth that would
otherwise occur.

7) In terms of housing targets, there is no guarantee that the areas favoured by the current DRAFT document
will be able to be developed, due to the constraints not being fully investigated at this time. Further, some
landowners may be unwilling or unable to develop their land at a time when the demand is there, which
would mean that the Housing Strategy’s housing targets will not be met.

I will be addressing Council again when the matter comes up for a decision. In the meantime, I urge Council
to reconsider and include the land in the Housing Strategy.

I am available to discuss or meet with Council or Councillors at any time.
Kind regards

Jeff Bulfin mB.A, BUrb Reg. Plan (Hons), MPIA, LREA
Principal Planner
Precise Planning
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Quarry Developments inc. Craig’s Hill
A.B.N. 47905 190 707

Partners:
Jeanette.Shuttle
John.W.Craig

7t May 2020

Re Draft Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy.

The General Manager  Emailed: submissions@goulburn.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir,

With reference to the Council meeting held on the 21* April 2020 which resolved

to defer the revised Draft Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy which allows further
consultation with submitters ,we would like to provide additional information to our
submission for consideration in the final assessment of this matter.

1. The Elton Consulting Comment/response in their report dated 8" April
2020 states that if the constraints are addressed and the land can be serviced council could
consider a Planning Proposal , even though DPIE in their submission make recommendation and
point to Ministerial Directions We would question this as the E3 zone came about in the 2007
LEP and DCP in 2009 and was drawn as a result of the Consulting Engineers Coffey & Partners
Pty Ltd dated 3™ April 1986 re a detailed Slope Stability Investigation A/C Toorak Heights
residential Subdivision for which the Council were supplied with a copy at the time.

This report as mentioned in our submission on the 16" December 2019 via Email from

Quarry Developments inc Craig’s Hill shows the area of land in the Stability Zonation plan from
Southern Cross Consulting Surveyors (copy attached) ,we believe should only be restricted to
the Zonation marked as pink even though a 4m wide easement goes through this zone to allow
necessary water supply to allow developments which took place in William Alfred Place and Ivy
Lea Place also part of the top water storage reservoir is in this area as well.

The DPIE we are sure would only be working from information supplied to them, though we
would suggest that the area zoned E3 was incorrect from the start ie being included in LEP,
DCP’s and Cemetery Master Plans. We would ask if any consultant or engineering reports were
carried out by GMC with reference to the E3 area in question before the E3 area boundary was
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STABILITY ZONATION

MGA
E’ Zone 1 - the risk of instability after development maybe higher than is usually accepted. | |
D Zone 2- the risk of bility after development is g lly no higher than is usually accepted. —:scTs_—

D Zone 3 - the risk of instability after development is normally acceptable.

DP569505

(A) LOT 2 DP 603886
(B) EASEMENT FOR PIPELINE AND ACCESS
10 WIDE (DP603886)
(C) EASEMENT FOR PIPELINE & ACCESS
20 WIDE & VAR. WIDTH (DP603886)
(D) EASEMENT FOR WATER SUPPLY
4 WIDE (DP265799)

ROAD

ARM

i
e |
[=]
=]
=
2
DP 865289
ZONING DETAILS:
R2 - LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
E3 - ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
SOUTHERN CROSS CONSULTING SURVEYORS
SCALE - 1:3000 PLAN SHOWING SLOPE STABLITIY ANALYSIS IN PO BOX 32 s
AZIMUTH - MGA RELATION TO ZONE BOUNDARIES 20 CLIFFORD STREET "
CONTOUR INTERVAL - GOULBURN MULWAREE LEP GOULBURN NSW 2580 ("_\Q —~ Q
DATUM - TITLE DETAILS: LOTS 11 & 12 DP1156095 SIS
DATE - 12/09/2011 MIDDLE ARM ROAD & GRANT PARADE, GOULBURN TEL02 4532 1366
FAX 02 4822 1365 REF - 22107E
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Nick Thistleton

From:
Sent: Tuesday, 12 May 2020 11:04 AM
To: Submissions
Subject: Draft Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy
Attachments: IMG_20200510_0002. pdf
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Kentgrove South
Property rtyitd

ABN 83 611 159 374

12 May 2020

General Manager

Goulburn Mulwaree Council
Locked Bag?22,

GOULBURN NSW 2580

By email - submissions@goulburn.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir,

DRAFT URBAN AND FRINGE HOUSING STRATEGY (“DUFHS”)
Property - 17699 HUMEHIGHWAY, TOWRANG (GOULBURN)
(Lot 3DP581727; Lot 1 DP 733070; Lots 2 & 6 DP747969; Lot 20 DP806869; and Lot 7 DP1039599)

Reference is made to the letter dated 22 April 2020 received from Council to provide
additional supporting information in relation to our submission to include the above-
mentioned property (“The subject site”) zoned RU6 Transition in Urban and Fringe Housing
strategy.

We thank Council for giving us the opportunity to provide additional supporting information, but
we could not get any investigations / studies done within the given time period of 3 weeks and
willing to get appropriate studies done as and when requested by Council to support our request
to include the subject site in this Housing strategy.

We herby request Council to reconsider to extend the Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy to
include the subject site to reduce the current minimum lot size of 20HA as per below to provide
range of affordable lifestyle rural residential lots to meet the growing demand for these types
of lots which is the reason to extend the original DUFHS study area to include additional
sites.

e Option 1 - Rural residential lots with minimum lot size of 5HA around Riparian Corridors and
2HAin other areas (as per our request in Stage 2 Submission)

Alternatively, we propose the following option for Council consideration.

e Option 2 - Rural residential lots with minimum lot size of 10HA around Riparian Corridors
and 2HA to 5HA in other areas (refer attached Proposed Lot size Sketch plan - Option 2)

Economic indicators and Government's immigration and refugee resettlement policies
suggest that the population growth over next 20 years will be much more than the last 5
years average and also assumed housing demand of 3500 dwellings across LGA in the
DUFHS because of Western Sydney Airport, settling migrants and refugees in regional areas
and people moving from both Sydney and Canberra because of affordability issue.

Any additional yield from reduced minimum lot size as per above request is relatively small
and will have very marginal impact on this Housing strategy for the reasons stated above.

Kentgrove South - Housing Strategy 12 May 20 Page | of 3
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Kentgrove South
Property ety ita

Please find below information to address the key issues Council outlined in “Consultation Report
—Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy” report dated 08 April 2020 for not considering the subject
site part of stage 2 Housing Strategy.

Outside the investigation area:

We understand that the subject site is outside the original DUFHS study area but the
investigation area has been extended to include number of other sites mainly in Mountain
Ash and Brisbane Grove precincts including the sites on land zoned RU1 Primary
production.

The subject site is surrounded by 420 Acres IN1 Industrial zoned land on the northern side
and the small rural residential lots of 10 to 16HA lots on the eastern side i.e. existing land
holdings in the immediate vicinity is effectively already fragmented (refer attached
Property Surrounds Sketch Plan)

It is understood from the local commercial and rural residential property consultant that
two of the properties zoned IN1 Industrial (2 x 80 Acre lots) across the road from the
subject site have been purchased by the same buyer and is looking at buying the other big
parcel, the total area of 420 Acres. Development of these properties will generate plenty of
growth in the area and demand for 2HA to 5HA rural residential lots.

Itis highlighted in the Goulburn Mulwaree Strategy 2020, that the Council is seeking to
encourage population and employment growth across the whole of Goulburn Mulwaree
and recognise the opportunities that may flow from the ‘tree change’” phenomenon, which
has been stimulated by lifestyle choices and higher property prices in the Sydney
metropolitan and coastal areas. We believe our request is not inconsistent with the
Goulburn Mulwaree Strategy 2020.

Significant upgrades to Hume Highway would be required:

Access arrangements will need to be examined in more detail as part of any development in
collaboration with RMS, but the subject site can be developed with no or very minimal
upgrades to Hume Highway as the site has a frontage to the western side of Boxers Creek
Road approximately 1,450m in length.

Access to Goulburn can also be gained via Boxers Creek Road which connects to Rosemont
Road and then onto Windellama Road which does have the advantage of avoiding the
Hume Highway.

We understand from the local consultant that only left in left out access from Hume
Highway may be required in which case it requires 150 to 200m deceleration lane to have
left turn access to the subject site.

Biodiversity, Flooding, Services etc
As stated in our Stage 2 Submission, impact on these can potentially be avoided by
appropriate siting of houses and infrastructure once the appropriate studies are undertaken.

There are no reticulated water or sewerage services that are readily available. It is too small
to be economically served by reticulated water and sewerage services and will not be the
only site in the LGA without reticulated water and sewerage. There is sufficient space for
on-site wastewater management — including the required buffer distance from
watercourses.

Kentgrove South - Housing Strategy 12 May 20 Page 2 of 3
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Kentgrove South
Property ety ita

We believe that there is considerable justification for including the subject site in the Urban and
Fringe Housing Strategy based on the information provided in this letter and in our Stage 2
submission dated 17 December 2019.

We hereby request that the Urban and Fringe Housing Strategy be extended to include
subject site to reduce the minimum lot size from 20HA to have mix of 2HA, 5HA and 10HA
rural residential lots to offer a mix of lots that respond to the subject site’s landscapes /
surrounds and growing demand for affordable lifestyle rural residential lots.

If you have any queries or require further information from us for inclusion of the subject
site in the Housing Strategy, please contact me on 0414 537269.

Yours Sincerely,

Suresh Guduguntla
Kentgrove South Property Pty Ltd

Attachments — 1) Proposed Lot size Sketch plan - Option 2
2) Property Surrounds Sketch Plan

Kentgrove South - Housing Strategy 12 May 20 Page 3 of 3
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TOMASY
PLANNING

12 May 2020

Mr Warwick Bennett
General Manager

Goulburn Mulwaree Council
85 Deccan Street

Goulburn NSW 2580

By email

Dear Mr Bennett

RE:

DRAFT URBAN AND FRINGE HOUSING STRATEGY (DUFHS)
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF GORMEN PTY LTD, GLENROCK
PROPERTY (248 HIGHLAND WAY MARULAN Lot 204 DP 870194, Lot 1 DP
1174575, Lots 5,6,7 DP 855762) (Glenrock)

This submission — form

This submission is made on behalf of the owner of Glenrock in relation to the DUFHS,
pursuant to Council's letter of 22 April 2020.

For the convenience of Councillors and staff this submission incorporates our client's
earlier submissions of 21 February 2019 and 6 December 2019, meaning that no
cross-referencing to those earlier documents is necessary and this document may be
read on a stand-alone basis.

The submission is in three parts:

1.

2.

This covering letter.
Part A: our detailed submission and reasons in support.

Part B: accurate, factual comment on the submissions received by DPIE, Water
NSW and Boral — the submissions which form the basis of the present
recommendation to remove entirely the Marulan South precinct (now Marulan
East) and the adjoining portion of Glenrock land from the DUFHS (together
forming the Relevant Land as depicted in Appendix 1 to this submission).

This submission — substance

We summarise this submission as follows:

1.

The inclusion of the Relevant Land is value accretive to the community and
entirely consistent with the DUFHS. Its inclusion has previously been identified
as high priority.

The strong policy, economic and social reasons in support of the inclusion of
the Relevant Land are detailed in Part A of this submission.

Page 1 of 21
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