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PO Box 90
Culburra Beach NSW 2540

Phone/Fax: (02) 4447 2185
Email: francesbray@bigpond.com

Mr Sam Haddad,

Director General.

Department of Planning and Infrastructure.
GPO Box 39 Sydney.

NSW 2001

Attention: Ms Necola Chisholm. necola.chisholm@plag.nsw.gov.au
Dear Sir, BMarch 2014

West Culburra Part 3 A mixed-use subdivision. Applcation MP 09_0088 Culburra Rd.
Concerns regarding the Response to Public Comment.

The Lake Wollumboola Protection Association madmaprehensive submission in response to the public
exhibition of this Part 3 A application.

We wish to raise two main issues:
» the consent authority for this concept application.
» the failure of this Response to Public commentpjorepriately address our objections.

We request clarification as to whether the Depantroe the Planning Assessment Commission wouldhée t
consent authority for this application.

On 21st January 20IMr Mark Schofield advised me he had reviewed thest@ulburra file and did “not
believe that the application must be referred soRtanning Assessment Commission for determination.
order for the project to be automatically requitede referred to the PAC for determination, thkegiation
requires there to be 25 submissions in objectidnw@re received) or an objection from Council. (Gml
raised issues but did not object.”

However scrutiny of at least two objections tha igentified as “Comment,” shows that these subipmnss
should be accepted as objections. There are atsosothat express concerns. In two, the authoescbh)
most of the significant features of the conceptliapfion whilst not necessarily objecting in pripl@ to
urban development occurring on parts of this €iee of the submissions is anonymous and the athiay i
Dr Danny Wiggins. See Attachment 1.

Accordingly it seems that as there are at leastiéctions, the application should be referrechioRAC for
decision.

Furthermore we are concerned that the “West Cudbiixed Use Concept Plan Major Project 09-0088
Environmental Assessment Response to Submissiasi TJoon Pty Ltd, does not deal appropriately with
many of our objections. | raised our general cameevith Mr Schofield who advised me to put them in
writing. Hence this letter.

The Toon Response (TR) variously misrepresentssgko over or does not acknowledge our objections.
Furthermore the Report does not demonstrate hovprthiegonent intends to address and mitigate most of
them.

Furthermore the TR includes a proposal for a sjpeBibdiversity Offset proposal that is not consigtwith
the Director General’s requirements that the Wedb@ra development be consistent with the SouthsCo
Sensitive Urban Lands Review Report and the SoodsCRegional Strategy.

Formed by the members of the unincorporated association, the Lake Wollumboola Support Group
www.wollumboola.org.au
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We note that the TR includes a Biodiversity off gpetposal. However this proposal has not beenubpest

of public exhibition. We strongly object to thisgmosal and consider that we and other memberseof th
public should have an opportunity to comment. Thia further reason why the PAC with its provisfona
public meeting, should be the decision making body.

There is a case for re-exhibition of the proposmlen the lack of opportunity to comment on the
biodiversity offset and overall lack of detail redimg exactly what is planned.

Our summary of concerns is attached as Attachmemi@ Attachment follows the order of the issueghie
TR.
Our June 2013 submission provided a summary afiidia issues we raised at Pages 5-6.

Yours sincerely,

Frances Bray PSM BA B Ed Dip Ed.

President Lake Wollumboola Protection Association |



Attachment 1 Clarification of number of opposing sibmissions.

The anonymous author whose submission is ident#etiComment” says, “I do however strongly object t
any urban expansion, including road infrastructuithin the Lake catchment.” The submission goeswmn
say that mangroves, salt marsh and sea grass sheuédt undisturbed and that Nowra-Bomaderry sthoul
be the place for large-scale development.

Dr Wiggins's submission is headed as “concerns sughested improvements.” However much of his
submission comprises substantial criticism of thgigh of the concept proposal.

At Part 3 the heading is “A separate settlemerit-tdserious connection to existing centre.” Hessay

“The proposal represents a new settlement and m@xtension to the existing Town, with a ‘no
man’s land’ separating the two- a ‘dogs breakfata sewerage treatment plant STP, extended
industrial zones and ‘future development zones’.”

“The submission fails to acknowledge this and maités effort to address the interface, despite th
obvious constraints. Eg the clash of land usestageS2: the centrepiece” semicircle abutting the
proposed industrial area and the STP. In additienet is little attempt to promote active transport
connections.... Active transport is now an estabtigRknning principle.”

The submission continues to make fundamental isritis throughout, including that the Stage 1) 5Qsuxi

4 storeys is totally out of character with the toamd that residential buildings in this area aret‘in the

spirit of protecting the Lake catchment.” Also thamnbit claims are not new with this proposal (dgstorey

flat buildings originally suggested.)

It concludes by saying that concept plan approvaukl not be granted until;

1. The proposed medium density developments on thieuthal Rd and the proposed Collector Rd deleted.

2. A revised subdivision layout is provided, deletithg poorly located lots (and many of the culs dgs;sa
building in internal open spaces and a pedestrieerfy network, improving the excessively long
unbroken streets and addressing the poor inteviitbehe industrial area/SPT.

Surely, this submission constitutes an objectiom#in features of the proposal.



Attachment 2
LWPA concerns regarding “Environmental Assessment Bsponse to Submissions” John Toon Pty Ltd

The following comments follow the order of the “W&ulburra Mixed Use Concept Plan Major Project 09-
0088 Environmental Assessment Response to SubmiSsitmhn Toon Pty Ltd. The abbreviation “TR”
identifies references to this document.

1. Changes to the Concept Plan.
Misinterpretation of our concerns and proposals.
1.1 The Foreshore Park.

We wish to respond to several references in thetd@fkhe Lake Wollumboola Protection Association’s
comments regarding the proposed Foreshore Partharassociated recreational and tourist infragtrect

At Part 2.1 the TR says, “Some private submissiongably the Lake Wollumboola Protection Associatio
Inc sought the complete removal of the proposedetyalkway, allowing only narrow finger pathwayd of
the proposed ridgeway cycle/walkway.”

At 3.1 the TR says that the “LWPA sought total @mation with only limited access.”
None of these claims are correct.

We therefore seek proper consideration of our mapdor changing the location and nature of the
cycle/walkway.

We support a Foreshore Park concept that is primaty for conservation of the environment,
Aboriginal cultural heritage and passive recreation rather than the decidedly active facilities
proposed. The area is zoned for Environment Conseation under the current SLEP and proposed for
E 2 Environment Conservation under the Draft SLEP D13. Most of this site is SEPP 14 Wetland.

Accordingly we do not think it is unreasonable thatconservation of this SEPP 14 Wetland should be
the primary purpose.

In our view the proposal for a cycle/walking tragkhin the wetland and for its full length wouldstdt in
substantial degradation of the wetland. These itspeauld be significantly reduced and the managémen
measures more effective if the route was locateettly south of the wetlands along the existingrmsawer
line and adjacent to the proposed Foreshore Drive.

We did not propose that these facilities be moweetth¢ ridge line of the Crookhaven and Lake cateatimas

the TR claims. Misinterpretation of our recommeiatatmay have arisen because we understood that the
name “Collector Rd” applied to a circular road arduhe entire development. The original maps ef th
proposed development did not give these roads & ham

We recommended and continue to recommend that thedation of the bike/walking track and exercise
facilities be shifted out of the Crookhaven River-Qrley’s Bay SEPP 14 wetlands and Environment-
zoned areas and located immediately south of the Wend and adjacent to the Foreshore Drive along
the northern perimeter of the subdivision. We alsgroposed that limited side tracks into the wetlands
be provided, together with appropriately located sating and interpretive signage. Barbeques and
children’s play grounds should be located outsidehe wetland perimeter.

These changes would significantly reduce constocéind long term increased population impacts en th
wetlands.
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We note also that there is a 30 m wide area okfame that is Crown Land not private land, for mafghe
length of the proposed Foreshore Park. The TR ghodke clear the extent to which the proposed
recreational infrastructure would be located in@mewn Land.

Further details of our concerns regarding the psegdoForeshore Park are addressed on Page 6 this
submission.

1.3 Area for Residential Development marginally redced.

The LWPA submission objected that the proposal wasot for “limited” urban development in the
Crookhaven catchment as specified in the DG’s requements and that the proposal should be
consistent with the South Coast Regional StrategydBth Coast Sensitive Urban Lands Review.

Our objection that the proposed development is “tiotited urban development in the Crookhaven
catchment” in accordance with the South Coast RegiStrategy, has not been acknowledged or addresse
These inconsistencies are discussed throughoutsthimission as they relate to different aspectthef
proposal.

There is no way of knowing the extent of the cladmmeduction in residential development in the cntr
section in the Crookhaven catchment, as the TR doesiap the change or provide details of the nurabe
lots reduced.

LW PA proposed that no residential development be pragsed in the central area, to protect adjacent
wetlands, to provide a green corridor both for paswe recreation and to provide a wildlife corridor.
However the TR does not mention our objection to th unbroken extent of residential development or
comment on the suggested changes.

The LWPA strongly objects to expansion of urbanadi@wment in the Lake Wollumboola catchment.
Yet this section of the TR does not acknowledgeatjections, based on;

e potential catastrophic impacts on Lake Wollumboala its fringing wetlands, in this location via
pollution of both surface and ground water. No ewmick has been provided to demonstrate that the
claimed redirection of surface water by gravitydde the Crookhaven catchment would be successful.
Furthermore impacts on ground water cannot be atéjin this way.

» inconsistency of urban development in the Lakehratnt with the 117 s Ministerial Direction that
applies to the South Coast Regional Strategy. Gtarsty with the Strategy and the South Coast
Sensitive Urban Lands Review (SCSULR) is a DG'suregment for this DA. The Strategy adopted the
SCSULR recommendation that the Lake catchment ssiitable for development and should be zoned
for conservation in the Shoalhaven LEP. So whyigergth intensive urban development proposals in
this location? (See later comments.)

» residential development expansion in this part ke take catchment would set a precedent for
development of other areas in the Lake catchment.

The TR proposes an increase in intensive urban delepment in the Lake Wollumboola catchment in
direct conflict with these constraints.

The proposed residentiarea is located south of Culburra Rd and east efotl tip site, in addition to
encroachments previously proposed in the Lake oatoh part of this site. We once again express g¢ance
for such urban expansion, contrary to expert evideand request that this proposal for the Lakehoagnt,
not proceed for final approval.

Part of this site is proposed to be zone E 2 Enwrent Conservation in the draft Shoalhaven LEP 2013
This zoning permits only one dwelling per 40 haitseeems that the proposed intensive developmeast he
would not be permissible.



The TR mentions that drainage from this site i9eoredirected to the Crookhaven catchment by gravit
feed. No evidence has been provided that this eaachieved, without impact on the Lake catchment.

LWPA wrote to the Department of planning and Infinasture in August 2013 raising our concerns
regarding the lack of a hydro-geological surveythsf Lake catchment and wider area and suggestatg th
such a survey be undertaken to determine the aireof surface and ground water flow as the bawigHe
catchment boundary, given the primary strategicceam is that the Lake Wollumboola catchment is
unsuitable for urban development, due to likelyeade impacts on Lake water quality and ecology.

We specifically requested that a hydro-geologicalusvey be undertaken for the site south of Culburra
Rd and west of the existing retirement village. Meildm density housing is now proposed for this site.

A hydro-geological survey is therefore crucial tstablish the nature of the soils and geology ared th
direction of ground water flow from this site. Theils are known to be sandy on this site andthésefore
likely that the ground water flow is to the Laketatanent. The site is in close proximity to the SERP
wetland along the north west shore of Lake Wolluoiapwith potential for ground and surface water
pollution from the intensive development proposedtis site.

See later sections regarding the Office of Envirenmmand Heritage Report, which emphasizes the
importance of ground water for Lake Wollumboola.

1.4 Objection to height of 4 or 5 storey units sotitof Culburra Rd.

Objections to the units and their height have baddressed and this part of the proposal withdrawn.
However the development footprint has been exterated replaced with intensive small-lot dwellings,
mainly in the Lake Wollumboola catchment. As statexl object to such development being located in the
Lake catchment and at the entrance to CulburralBdagathermore it is not clear what the proposedtie
for these dwellings would be.

Foreshore Park.

At 3.2 the T R acknowledges that, “the rationale@dd by the proponent is that the location of séd@
dwellings adjacent to a waterfront will inevitatdgad to future residents, both adults and childseeking to
access that water front.” We agree and are condeathe likely impacts.

The TR proposes a wide range of facilities for Bagk including the walking/bike track, board wadksd
access tracks to the foreshore and points of stieseating, interpretive signage, exercise strastu
barbeques and children’s playground etc

The Martens Estuarine Management Study descritese thctivities as “passive recreational activitiest
most of them eg bike riding and exercise infragtmecare active not passive recreational activities

The Study also refers to an indicative route fier bike/walking track, but we have not been abliel¢ntify
this route on the maps provided.

The TR and Martens Study propose strategies to geatigese impacts including, access at multipletpoin
along the extent of the wetland, interpretive sggnand community education.

Our concerns are as follows;

» lack of assessment of wildlife in the wetlands afdlikely impacts of substantial infrastructure,
particularly extensive bike/walking tracks, boardilke etc and increased use impacts on wetland
vegetation, wildlife and water quality. There islyomwne reference to wetland fauna in the Martens
document.
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» the extent of clearing of wetland vegetation argfudbance to wildlife due to substantial cleariogthe
construction of recreational infrastructure and ¥dhcrease in use.

» potential for acid sulphate soil disturbance framnstruction of the bike/walking tracks and boardk&a
in the wetland.

» the impact of increased visitation on Aboriginaltetal heritage.

» the possibility that access and infrastructurdasiped for the Crown Land thus increasing accesiseto
sensitive foreshore with likely damaging impacts.

» limited effectiveness of management strategies

Our submission provided substantial photographidesce of birds and other wildlife in the wetlarrdas.
Yet no systematic surveys appear to have beeredaout over time in this area.

Limiting access is the only way to limit and contrbdamage and loss of wetland flora and fauna and
water contamination from exposure of acid sulphateoils, adjacent to a large residential development.

We propose the following;

* relocating the cycle/walkway immediately south loé twetland adjacent to the northern most road as
explained at Page 4 of this submission. This stfild limit damage and loss of wild life habitabrfin
construction and increased population using théeyalking track, particularly motor bike and offad
motor bike riders who would inevitably be encouihfg such a long track out of public view.

We note that the TR acknowledges that such abusadyl occurs, as it refers to illegal off road
motorbike riders having formed tracks and jumpth&1Crookhaven-Curley’s Bay wetlands.

» limiting the number of access points to the Croaumdl and foreshore off the main track, to eg 3 viewi
areas and relocating barbeques, children’s playgi®wut of the wetlands. Such changes would reduce
board walk construction impacts and limit distur&no sensitive Aboriginal cultural heritage sities,
the sensitive foreshore and environmentally sessitications known to be bird nesting/roosting area

e community education and interpretation as proposed.

» Council action to restrict/prohibit particular usesluding off road and other motorbikes, dog wadkin
particularly sensitive areas eg on the side trauksthe wetland.

* A fund dedicated to Shoalhaven City Council forggarm management of the Foreshore Park.

Our concerns and proposals are based on our erperie assisting with management of the northeanesh
of Lake Wollumboola where several of our membeesraighborhood residents as well as members of the
Lake Wollumboola Bushcare Group.

In our experience management of the area, togethkrinterpretive signage and community educat®n i
not sufficient to prevent significant damage totssensitive environments.

Furthermore Shoalhaven City Council Rangers areabt# to prevent or minimize misuse and deliberate
destruction of foreshore vegetation at CulburradBesnd other areas despite the best efforts dlirtited
staff available.

The Sheepwash Creek walking track at Lake Wollurtda® an unformed “natural” track. Interpretive
signage explains the natural and Aboriginal cultureritage values of the area and its sensitivity t
disturbance. Commonwealth grants to Shoalhaven Cayncil in association with the Bushcare Group
funded this signage.



Council signage also indicates that push-bike gdind dogs on leash are permitted but not motashéind
off leash dogs. Most residents and visitors obstreesigns.

However off-road motor bike riders quite frequenike the track and create new tracks in the budtdad
along the sensitive Lake shore. Some dog ownemmégine signs and let their animals run free. Vhsia

of the Endangered Ecological Community and dumpihgxotic plants from adjacent gardens occurs from
time to time.

This pattern can be expected at West Culburraeitthrent proposals are agreed.

It is unreasonable in our view to expect that Seadn City Council Rangers to be in a position tmage
such an extensive Foreshore Reserve as is profarsind Crookhaven River foreshore, with such esitem
public access.

Vistas.
LWPA objections to the proposed Vista Parks have rideen acknowledged.

The Report claims that the so-called vistas argshelement in the overall design providing visaatess to
Curley’s Bay, indicating that physical access ® Bay can be obtained via the vista parks.

LWPA does not support removal of native vegetatmobtain views. One of these parks is 440 m x 50 m
wide. The Martens report claims that the canopynotitthe under storey would be removed. Howeveeonc
the canopy is lost, the ecosystem would change letatp and become degraded by weeds- a poor legacy
for Council to manage.

We consider these proposals are in conflict with@woastal Design Guidelines, which support resjpec¢he
physical form of the natural landscape and mainteaaf native vegetation. Opening up views to Gisle
Bay is likely to raise false expectations of velaciaccess. Clearing vegetation in this manner gseg is
likely to result in both 4-wheel drive and motokdiaccess and informal boat access at the foreshore
creating management issues for Council.

This summer illegal clearing has taken place attV@@escent Culburra Beach on the Lake Wollumboola
foreshore to provide boating access from adja@sitiences.

Extensive clearing of native vegetation would désl to increased invasion of exotic weeds causirter
difficulties for Council.

Furthermore these vista parks seem to have mate ¥ath Real Estate sales pitches than are desilyres.
2.3The Leisure Hub.
The Report does not mention objections to this gsapfrom LWPA and others.

Our concern is with the character and location of lhe proposed recreational and tourist infrastructure
and likely short term impacts from construction aswell as longer term impacts from an adjacent
population increase from nil to at least 2,000.

The extent of further development in this sensiaivea should be clarified and fully considered ipt@oany
approval of the overall concept.

We do not object to development on the cleared &rttlis site and adjacent land. We consider tharetl
land in this vicinity should be considered as agrahtive site for the proposed golf course. Ithis scale
and location in the Riparian zone that is a conegchit is not clear exactly what is now propodddwever
it seems that extensive tourist and recreationakldpment could still occur with no setback frone th
foreshore.



Mention is made of erosion of the foreshore andstrantion of a sea wall is proposed. A sea walhsee
entirely inappropriate in this relatively naturatéation.

The TR claims that the Leisure Hub is a vital desiddement of the development and as such it seeks t
retain it. Yet the site is not zoned for the usesppsed in the exhibited plans, which included tsote
restaurants, cafes, a jetty and ferry terminais Isurprising that the TR makes no mention of theses
claimed to be so vital to the overall concept dbarist village, although there is a suggestiornt thether
development applications for this area may ensue.

It is accepted that the TR and Martens Estuarineagement Study limits boating access at Cactug Roin
canoes and kayaks, with motorized boats not tocebmigted.

The Report also acknowledges that the river isl@haht this point and only suitable for kayakingdan
canoes.

Part 2 Current and proposed zonings and proposed @s.

This section does not acknowledge or address the LR¥ objections that no alternative sites have been
considered for development as a means of reducinigd likely environmental impacts and consolidating
any expansion in the Crookhaven catchment in closproximity to the existing Culburra Beach
residential and commercial areas.

2.8 deals with the Draft SLEP and refers to “ongniicant change from SLEP 1985,” that is the
determination that land in the Lake Wollumboolachatent is considered unsuitable for urban developme
with the remaining land in the Crookhaven catchnseiiteble for limited urban development.

The statutory South Coast Regional Strategy, whahbpted this expert advice, is not mentioned. Neith
the requirement that the land in the Lake Wolluntaa@atchment should be rezoned in the Shoalhavéh LE
for environment conservation via E 1 National PiEetire Reserve zoning.

The TR provides long lists of uses recommended bgahaven City Council, including for the now
proposed E 2 and E 3 zones. There appears to besamption that because these uses are permiggd th
would be approved, despite constraints that majyafiglowing environmental assessment. One coirgtra
in the E 2, E 3 and RU 2 zones that appear no¢ tenlolerstood is the limitation on dwellings andeothses
imposed by the 40 ha lot size. See later comments.

2.11 Post Exhibition of draft SLEP 2013 Actions.
Proponent’s proposal for a Master Plan for developrant expansion and offsets in the Lake catchment.

We strongly object to the proponent’s attempt topemn the issue of urban expansion in the Lake
Wollumboola catchment despite all available expdstice and to overturn existing strategic plandorghe
area, based on the South Coast Regional Strategy.

Para 2.12 states that,

“The representations to Council were made on bedfallr Warren Halloran, owner of the subject
lands. Council resolved to suspend all the Halldaas from SLEP 2013 with a view to preparing a
Master Plan for these lands. The object of the &taBtan is to determine the lands that should be
allocated as to urban development and the landssti@uld be allocated as offsets, these lands
possibly becoming part of Jervis Bay National Park.

Whilst this paragraph refers to Jervis Bay NatioRark, which includes the bed and sand bar of Lake
Wollumboola and the south west catchment, it da#sspecifically refer to land in the Lake Wollumit@o
catchment being included in the Master Plan asodivarsity offset for further urban developmentoais

the catchment.
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With regard to the proposed Master Plan, we undedsthat Realty Realizations has not as yet made a
formal proposal to Shoalhaven City Council or pded the details justifying the deferral.

SCC then made eecommendationto the Department of Planning and Infrastructurat tihe proposed
zones in the Lake Wollumboola catchment and vigibi deferred from the SLEP to enable a Master Plan
to be prepared. There was no opportunity for puddimment on the proposed deferral.

It is our understanding that the Department of Rilag and Infrastructure under a Ministerial delémais
the decision maker for the Shoalhaven LEP, not BBasan City Council and that no decision has been
made as yet regarding this issue.

At a meeting with the LWPA on"4November 2013 Mr John Toon consultant to Realtgliations advised
us that the Master Plan would encompass urban sigaover hundreds of hectares, with the majonty i
the sensitive north west Lake Wollumboola catchmesth north and south of Culburra Rd. We were
advised also that “private” but not “National Paddnservation may be a consideration and that théob
the golf course at Long Bow Point would continudéopursued.

This advice to us post-dates the TR, which is d&teiber 2013.

Therefore we cannot regard the reference in thaoT& possible biodiversity offset for conservatiorthe
Jervis Bay National Park with any degree of confaie particularly given the proposal outlined irctBm 5
of the Report for a Biodiversity offset for the We&aulburra development to be located at the Tulidiav
Peninsula at St Georges Basin.

Our concerns regarding this proposal are discussedr response to Section 5 pages 13-16.

In the absence of a formal proposal the public hasot had an opportunity to clarify the offset proposl
or to comment on it.

In our view the Master Plan proposal is directed atmaintaining the existing unsustainable residential
and industrial zoning of the north west catchmentncluding Long Bow Point, as well as overturning
the South Coast Regional Strategy.

These vague plans are in conflict with the Govemtraepolicy that, “land in the Lake catchment is
considered unsuitable for urban development, grailyi on the grounds of the negative impacts orLtile
which is a sensitive intermittently closing and oipg lake or lagoon and that Government policyhist t
land within the Lake catchment should be zoneddmservation purposes.” DPI letter to LWPA, Jun&30

Part 4. Development in Lake catchment.

The proposals in the Lake catchment, for Residemtidustrial and Recreational development as althe
associated roads and infrastructure are inconsigiinthe SCRS and the DGRs.

Our concern is that the TR not only continues tppse urban development in the Lake catchmenthaiit t
it seeks to justify these incursions by misreprésgrthe South Coast Regional Strategy.

It claims that all of these components would sonaehave a neutral or beneficial impact on Lake water
guality and ecology. Furthermore no alternativeppsals to avoid the Lake catchment have been &skess

The TR points to the South Coast Sensitive UrbamlkeReview recommendations as “recommendations”
only that land in the Lake catchment is unsuitddteurban development.

It does not mention that the South Coast Regional tfategy adopted these recommendations as
“recommendations to guide future development, localkenvironment plans and strategic land use
plans.”
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Moreover Ministerial Direction No 30 of April 2007 issued under Section 117 of the Environment
Planning and Assessment Act, directs Councils to sare that their LEPs are consistent with Regional
Strategies.

Also the DGRs require that the proponent_not just ‘tonsider” the SCRS as claimed at 4.2, but that
“the Environmental Assessment must demonstrate coisency with the SCRS.”

Furthermore in the last sentence of 4.2 the claimade that, “Only one of the components of the P&
proposal that encroach upon the catchment of Latibuvidboola is a residential or rural residentiats1

Also at 4.2 (iv), reference is made to dwellingsngepermissible in E 2 zones in the draft SLEP. doer
the draft SLEP also restricts dwellings to 1 perh&0in the E 2 zone and would not permit the shaall
subdivision proposed.

We also point out that Appendix 2 of the SCRS saythat “Land within the Lake catchment is
considered unsuitable for_urban development,” a ten which includes residential but also industrial
and commercial development, as well as recreation.

Accordingly we maintain that the residential develpment south of Culburra Rd in the Lake
catchment and encroachments in the Lake catchmenof the industrial area, the roundabout, the
Collector Rd and the Oval are all inconsistent witithe South Coast Regional Strategy.

Furthermore claims that all these developmentsdcaahieve a neutral or beneficial impact on Lakéewa
quality and ecology are not believable. They rely general models that are not relevant to Lake
Wollumboola, lead to over-estimation of the effeetiess of water quality controls for surface water
pollution and under-estimation of the impact. Smebdels do not take account of potential pollutidn o
ground water. See later section Water Quality for our response to claims of neutral or bendficia
impacts.

Part 5 Vegetation Removal.
This is one section of the TR where a respons@\f®A concerns is provided.

We acknowledge that further assessments have Imelmtaken since our initial submission. We understa
these assessments have included review by theeOdficEnvironment, which has in part accepted the
assessment that there would be no significant impacThreatened Species. The TR quotes the OEH
submission as saying that,

“the land proposed to be cleared in the residentidhdustrial parts of the project are lowland
coastal forest in moderate to good condition whiclhave considerable environmental values”
and providing “suitable offsets can be located andecured to ensure overall biodiversity values
are maintained” the proposed development can procele’ 5.1 Page 29.

We note the important proviso regarding the progagéset, which is discussed below.

However our concerns have not been allayed by Beldims. We continue to be concerned regarding the
following;

» the potential clearing and degradation of wetlaadetation and possible loss of species has not been
assessed either by the proponent’s consultant @Hiy as the assessment is limited to onsite species
and do not take account of indirect impacts.

» Threatened Species eg Glossy Black Cockatoos. Tihiede range over a wide area and rely on the
presence of Allocasuarina Littoralis over the feltent of their range. The fact that they were not
identified on the site during the recent surveyssdoot demonstrate that loss of their feed treethisn
site would not have a longterm cumulative impacttlo® species survival in the local area. Powerful
Owls also need a wide range.
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cumulative impacts have not been taken into accddath the NSW Coastal Policy and SEPP 71
require that cumulative impacts be assessed. Thieamantary Secretary for Planning advised the
LWPA in his letter ref 11/16212 that,

“Should the Department receive an Environmental Assssment for the West Culburra proposal,
its focus will be to ensure development is consistewith the South Coast Regional Strategy and
that the impact of any development can be appropri@ly managed. The Department will also
carefully consider the cumulative impacts of devejoment within the West Culburra expansion
area”

No cumulative impact assessment has been undertidsgmite an overall potential loss of coastal foass!
wetlands due to both the West Culburra and golfssproposals.

Wildlife corridors.

The TR claims at 5.4 that “there is no functionablegical or “wildlife corridor” in a north-southimgction
which would include the subject site at CulburrasiVeand that “the concept of a north south corrigor
fundamentally flawed.”

Yet the DGRs at 9.4 require an outline of meastoe$he conservation of existing wildlife corridealues
(particularly the north-south linkage) and or castive importance of any vegetation on the subjaatl]

This assertion does not take account of the folgyvi

The South Coast Regional Conservation Plan DECQO &fHntifies the entire area from the Crookhaven
River south to the boundary with the Jervis Bayidtatl Park at Copper Cup Point, in the south west
Lake catchment as wildlife corridor. Wildlife rangaroughout this area, depending on particular
vegetation communities and the seasons.

At a local level, the proposal would result in ifie, which currently utilize vegetated habitat anol
the sewerage treatment plant, becoming isolated tduexpansion of residential, commercial and
industrial development further south.

The north-south migration of species, includingséhdependent on coastal forests and woodland and on
wetlands. This development would extend the digtd®tween the subject site and any open forest and
woodland vegetation to its north by many kilometasss acknowledged in the TR. Migration by birds
and bats and flying foxes would be increasinglyiclift.

The TR refers to highly mobile species such assbitide microchiroperan bats and the Grey Headed
Flying Fox and microchiropteran bats.

However the site is also likely to provide habftat migratory bird species such as Dollar Bird, Bre-
wing Cuckoo, Channel-billed Cuckoo, Drongo, FiglBand Koel. All these species have been identified
along the northern shore of Lake Wollumboola anthiwiCulburra Beach, but their needs for habitat
connectivity have not been acknowledged in the TR.

No assessment has been undertaken of the wetldjateat to the site to establish the extent to whic
migratory wading species may utilize the Crookhawetlands, The Shoalhaven-Crookhaven Estuary is
a major South Coast site recognized as part oEtst Asian-Australasian Flyway. The potential for
degradation of wader habitat has not been consliddérecause of the questionable claims that there
would be no impact on water quality or ecology friims development.

In our view, there are likely to be cumulative g on wildlife movement on a regional scale and
including north south movement, with continued urlexpansion on the coast, which does not provide fo
north-south wildlife movement.
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This application should therefore be considered urnglk the Commonwealth Threatened Species
Conservation Act in relation to impacts on migratoly bird species.

Biodiversity Offset

The West Culburra Concept Plans exhibited in 2013dr public comment did not include an offset
proposal or equivalent as is specified by the DG®quirements. We strongly objected to this omissian
However, the TR makes no reference to our objection

Our objections are even stronger now that we find Hat this Report is proposing to negotiate a
biodiversity offset for the West Culburra developmet at another site at St Georges Basin rather than
the Lake catchment.

We request that the Department of Planning and Infastructure or the PAC if it is the consent

authority, together with the Office of Environment and Heritage require as a condition of any consent
that the biodiversity offset for the West Culburra development be located in the Lake Wollumboola
catchment, particularly the most sensitive NW areaincluding Long Bow Point in accordance with the

South Coast Regional Strategy requirements.

The DGRs require “details of an offset strategy omwther suitable mitigation measures to ensure that
there is no net loss of native vegetation values.”

The requirements also refer to consistency with th&south Coast Regional Strategy as well as the
recommendations of the South Coast Sensitive Urbdrands Review.

Ministerial Direction No 30 of April 2007 regarding development approval consistency with Regional
Strategies also applies to Biodiversity offsets fahe West Culburra development.

As previously referenced, the South Coast Straspggifies at Appendix 2

* ‘“land in the Lake Wollumboola catchment is unsugdior urban development and should be zoned
for conservation purposeskel National Park/Nature Reserve.

* land in the Crookhaven River catchment is suit&mdimited urban development.”
 “Negotiations should be commenced with the landowneto determine their interest in

dedicating the land in the Lake Wollumboola catchmet for conservation purposes and
including the site as a potential bio-banking sité.

It is our understanding is that this is a package fo measures, with any biodiversity offsets for
development in the Crookhaven River catchment parof the CUEA to be located in the northwest area
Lake Wollumboola catchment, including Long Bow Poih The offset land was to be zoned E 1
National Park/Nature Reserve for acquisition as par of an offset for urban development in the
Crookhaven catchment.

It seems that the proponent is seeking to abanton gackage of measures, even though it is our
understanding that the landowner’s representathaxte the original offer.

The background is as follows;

The then Minister for Planning established the BaDbast Sensitive Urban Lands Review (SCSULR) in
2006, to review proposals for urban expansion iredh@ronmentally sensitive locations on the NSWtBou
Coast including the proposed Culburra Urban Exmemsgirea in the Lake Wollumboola and Crookhaven
River catchments. The recommendations of the Rewere adopted in the South Coast Regional Strategy
Appendix 2 as the basis for rezoning land in th&elL®ollumboola catchment as part of the Shoalhaven
LEP.
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The proponent’s original proposal to the SCSULR steged in its Report at Page 31, paragraph 5<.6 a
follows;

“The landowner has proposed a bio-banking off-set cheme for the Lake catchment
component

The southern part of the Culburra land within treké catchment has been identified as having
significant environmental value in view of the aolwtedged environmental sensitivity of Lake
Wollumboola.

The Panel supports the concept of setting aside thand within the Lake catchment for
environmental protection or addition to the JervisBay National Park, in return for identifying
additional land on the northern side of Culburra Rdfor urban development.”

Our understanding of “the southern part of the Gulo land within the Lake catchment” is the landhie
Lake catchment, both north and south of Culburrar&bned in 1992 for residential and other urban
development. We also understand that referencadditional land” is to cleared land in the Crookéav
catchment west of the West Culburra proposal.

Our assessment of the intent of the SCRS is censist large part with that of the Office of Enviroent
and Heritage, that is that the Biodiversity OffetWest Culburra would be located in the Lake katent.

The OEH letter of 21" June 2013 to the Department of Planning and Infrasucture Attachment D
states;

“In accordance with the recommendation of the SouthCoast Regional Strategy 2007 that the
wider Lake Wollumboola catchment lands should be awsidered as an addition to the National
Park E 1 zone should any bio-banking lands becomevailable. Discussion has taken place with
the South Coast Regional NPWS Office in this regardThe attached map shows the NPWS
priorities from the known information and ecologicd values of the surrounding land owned by
the applicant should any land become available askao banking offset.”

The map Attachment E to the OEH letter shows théd QiEorities 1 and 2, with Long Bow Point the
promontory south of Culburra Rd and surrounds ifledtas Priority 1.

It was our understanding also that OEH based &#ipn on the Biodiversity Offset Report by Cumiaed
Ecology, which was commissioned by Realty Realresi

The TR regards the Cumberland Ecology Report asitial discussion position” only and does not nmient
the OEH proposals.

Proposed Biodiversity Offset.

Instead a Biodiversity off set proposal for the €akollumboola catchment, the TR proposes that thiem m
offset area be located at the Tullarwalla Peninsdath west of St Georges Basin. The proposedskore
Park at West Culburra is also included.

The Director General's requirements 9.1 and 9.2rréd the DECC Guidelines for Threatened Species
Assessment 2005 as the criteria for assessingbhet dnd indirect impacts of the development onafland
fauna (including aquatic).

With regard to offsets, the proposal is requireddentify whether the proposal meets each of the ke
thresholds set out in Step 5 of the draft Part Bheeatened Species Assessment Guidelines and ¢dlues
the actions that will be taken to firstly avoid ahdecessary mitigate or compensate unavoidabpaats.

The TR does not apply the draft Part 3 A threate®jeecies Assessment Guidelines instead undertaking
assessment of the biodiversity offset strategyyapplthe Draft Principles released by the Minidtarthe
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Environment on 20 July 2013. No assessment based on the Biobankiisgsdment Methodology (OEH
2008.) is provided.

Consideration of the proposed Biodiversity offgefurther complicated by references in the TR juasate
documents.

At Page 33 reference is made to the proponent hapnepared a preliminary Biobanking assessmertfteof t
proposal, the Cumberland Ecology “Preliminary Biokiag Assessment for Culburra West.” David
Robertson May 2013 However the TR at P 33 5.6 rejects the Cumberlambldgy Report
recommendations stating that they represent “dialigiscussion position” only.

Proponent’s alternative Biodiversity offset.

Section 5.9 the TR proposes a different approaicyether, with a Biodiversity offset of 300 ha aitine
forest and woodland instead of some 700 ha refeor@dthe OEH proposal.

At 5.15 the TR outlines an offset location at Todlalla Peninsular south west of St. Georges Basimes50
kilometres away from West Culburra.

Our view is that this proposal would represent albd® loss to the local area, with loss of mosthef native
vegetation in the Crookhaven catchment and no gtiote for the high conservation values of the Lake
Wollumboola catchment.

We object in the strongest terms to this retreat fom previous commitments and from claims to be
concerned to protect the exceptional environmentalalues of Lake Wollumboola.

This approach appears designed to reduce the etalee offset, by discounting offsets in return for
“significant social and economic benefits” of aposal.)

We do not do not regard this proposal as crediblerad therefore do not intend to comment except to
say that as a biodiversity offset, it does not pagke “Avoid or Minimize” test for impacts on the
environment of the site and immediate surrounds. Wéase our assessment on the following.

The TR;

e continues to propose residential, industrial, istinacture and recreational development in the Lake
catchment despite expert advice and DGRs that éectuch development and despite the landowner
possessing alternative cleared sites of limitedrenmental values in the local area that could $edu
for development.

» proposes clearing of native vegetation and placémiesubstantial infrastructure in the wetlandsnglo
Crookhaven-Curley’s Bay foreshore, proposes dewedop in Ecological communities that are 90% and
100 % cleared and persists with clearing for uifjesgtview corridors.

» claims the wetlands as biodiversity offset credlespite the extent of infrastructure proposed.

* seems to include the Crown Land foreshore pati@fietlands as part of the offset credicts.

Furthermore the TR does not provide offsets in reldon to indirect impacts of this proposal.

We do not accept assurances that there would lw nonimal impact on the Crookhaven River/Curley’s
Bay and wetlands or on Lake Wollumboola. See Wateality section.

With regard to Lake Wollumboola, the advice frore epartment of Planning and Infrastructure, predid
to us is that;
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“Urban development in the Lake catchment may hanevérsible negative impacts on the habitat
values of Lake Wollumboola through urban runoff amdrient enrichment. The Environmental
Agencies have also regularly questioned the abiitymanage runoff to achieve a neutral or
beneficial effect given the inherent risks thaisexvith the operation of water quality control dms
given the sensitivity of receiving waters at Lakelwmboola.” DPI letter to LWPA '3 June 2013.

The Office of Environment and Heritage has recenjbgated its advice regarding the likely impacts of
urban development on Lake Wollumboola. The findiagd recommendations are discussed below.

We understand also that indirect impacts on biodivesity are specifically included in the Biodiversity
Assessment Methodology, which also refer to impact:n water quality. See Page 6. Indirect impacts
should also be assessed under the Offsetting priptés by virtue of the broad language used in
constructing the principles.

Impacts on aquatic vegetation and birdlife can hkstaken into account by both the Biobanking Assesnt
Methodology (OEH July 2008), and the NSW offsenBiples for major projects but they do not appear t
have been considered. The Biobanking Assessmerttddelogy can assess both saline and fresh water
wetlands. For example salt marshes, mangroves emdrass meadows can all be assessed along with the
species that live in them.

Part 7. Sub-division Design.

LWPA made a series of objections to the sub-diviglesign, some of which have already been empltasize
in this submission, particularly the scale of trevelopment and extent. We continue to object t@amrb
development expansion in the Lake catchment arttiegcextent of the West Culburra development in the
Crookhaven catchment, as environmentally unsudibinand inconsistent with the South Coast Regional
Strategy.

We point out also that there are indications inTReand in verbal advice to us regarding the MaBtan,
that Realty Realizations have additional plansuftian development in the area.

Mention is made in the Report of expansion of tlm@ercial centre, west of the ambulance station to
include a mix of uses, including residential depetent west of the ambulance station. Mention is als
made of expansion further west of the West Culbproposal, and referred to as the Hilltop locatiaar
Cactus Point.

As advised to us by Mr John Toon in November themany is also seeking as part of a Master Plan, to

extend urban development north of Culburra Rd i ltlake Wollumboola catchment, almost as far as

Coonemia Rd.

Such large scale urban sprawl is ecologically uiasusble in these fragile environments and destreiaif

the unique coastal village character of CulburradBe Most residents do not want our community and

environment to be overwhelmed by Windang or Shdtihar-style development.

Other objections that we made to the subdivisiagigiehave not been addressed. These include;

* removing development in the Lake catchment.

» changing the staging of development, so that Slageoposed, in the Lake catchment does not occur
first.

» shifting the Road access/roundabout out of the Icakenment.

* reducing the Industrial Area and removing it frone tLake catchment, particularly as previous West

Culburra documents had indicted that there is moashel for industrial expansion. Nowra as the rediona
centre is a more appropriate location for indukgigansion.
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The TR acknowledged other objections but no chahges been made to address them. These include;
» lack of integration between the existing Culbureagéh and the proposed new development.
» design layout, without green belts and open spaiteénsthe development footprint.

» Poor visual quality and landscaping. The Repontinoes to defend the use of exotic weeds including
Norfolk Island Pines and Liquid Amber trees for Hieetscape.

We support the use of native species in accordaiitteSCC’s landscaping policy, many of which are
suitable for this location.

Part 8. Water Quality.

The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage researciReport titled, “Environmental Sensitivity of
Lake Wollumboola: input into considerations of devéopment applications at Long Bow Point,
Culburra.” Scanes P et al 2013, provides expert adlse that the high ecological value Lake ecosystem i
at risk of irreversible and catastrophic degradatio, should urban expansion go ahead in the Lake
catchment.

The OEH Report emphasizes concerns regarding contdrmation of both surface and ground water
from urban development describing the results for lake Wollumboola as catastrophic and
irreversible. Although contamination of ground wate could occur from sources both within and
without the Lake catchment, the Water Cycle Managemnt Report does not identify ground water
sources for the Lake or nor assess potential impagt

The OEH Report is decisive in showing that overturing or delaying the South Coast Regional
Strategy Environment zones to enable further urbandevelopment to be pursued in the Lake
catchment is a high-risk strategy. The OEH Report fghlights the need to protect both surface water
and ground water sources from urban pollution.

The OEH Report refutes claims made by consultantotRealty Realizations including the assertion

“that all proposals for development within the Lake catchment (both urban development and the golf
course) would actually improve water quality in theLake over natural conditions.”

Amongst the general implications of the OEH analysi, the Report recommends;

* “The demonstrated ecological significance of the ke, the relative rarity of its biotype and its
sensitivity to catastrophic state change justify th current limitations to development within
the Lake catchment.

» That a precautionary approach to assessing develomnt near the Lake be adopted as a high
priority, as impacts on the lake are likely to berreversible.

» Any future development in the vicinity of Lake Wollumboola should be placed as far from the
Lake as possible to minimise risk of contaminatiorof ground water aquifers which may be
directly linked to the Lake.”

* “ltis essential that any future assessment of potgial impacts is based on a sound conceptual
and empirical understanding of the Lake ecology angbrocesses. Because of the uniqueness of
many of the processes within Lake Wollumboola, its clear that interpretation of monitoring
data cannot be reliably based on conceptual modeteveloped for much better studied systems
(eg coastal lakes or riverine estuaries). The conuteialisation of ecological processes for back-
dune lagoons that has begun here needs to be furtheefined and tested.” ie in the OEH
Report.
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» Pollution of groundwater by nutrients is a major risk that needs to be properly assessed. Any
models used must be calibrated and verified.”

The reference to “the current limitations to depehent within the Lake catchment” refers to the 8out
Coast Regional Strategy requirements and Envirohaaings exhibited in the draft Shoalhaven LEP3201

With regard to public comment the TR states, “Thisr@ significant number of submissions expressing
concern about the impact of the proposed developorewater quality in Curley’s Bay and the Crookbav
River.”

After consideration of the TR and the Martens WaterCycle Management Report we do not consider
that our concerns have been identified and addresde

In the case of Lake Wllumboola our concerns have increased because dietincreased development
proposed in the Lake catchment and the fact that th Martens Estuarine Management Report does not
refer to the Lake or make any assessment of impacts it.

The TR refers to concerns expressed by the Offidengironment and Heritage, Fisheries NSW and NSW
Office of Water and quotes the Lake Wollumboolat®tion Association as saying “it is concerningt tha
development of this scale has been proposed for sersitive coastal environments.”

However the Water Cycle Management Report makest gederence to potential water quality/ecology
impacts and management, with regard to Lake Wolhotdh It does however address controls for the
Crookhaven River and Curley’s Bay.

It is also noted that Office of Environment and itégye, in particular its experts on coastal laked a
estuaries appear not to have been consulted asopdine Stakeholder consultation process described,
including circulation of draft documents and a sthgent meeting, which culminated in claims of emledn
water quality controls together with a water gyatitonitoring plan.

The revised Martens Water Cycle Management Reportdoes not address ground water pollution or
potential impacts on the Lake and it continuedamtneutral or beneficial impacts, despite past eurrent
expert advice regarding the sensitivity of Lake Wmlboola to the impacts of nutrient enrichment from
urban development and the inability of water padlutcontrols to remove surface water pollutantadtural
levels.

The TR seeks additional urban development in thHeelaatchment, including south of Culburra Rd, ia th
Wattle Corner Creek catchment less than 500 m fhenbake.

This expansion is a great concern given the presemof ground water as well as surface water soaks
around the north west shore of the Lake, which lowvater levels reveal.

The Water Cycle Management Reportclaims that surface water from this extended isitenresidential
development in the Lake catchment as well as frlioengroposed Industrial estate, and Oval would be re
directed to the Crookhaven River catchment.

This is NOT possible, as the residential part & tlevelopment would include gardens, car parks and
streetscapes and the industrial area, roads ah@avid all result in increased pollutants, inchuglichemical
pollutants of both surface and ground water. Funtioee, redirection of polluted ground water is not
possible.

We therefore request that the proposed water qualt controls, potential impacts and proposed
monitoring measures for both the Lake and Crookhave catchment be independently assessed by
OEH experts in the light of their Report.
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The TR refers at 8.2 to amendments to the progogsaimove all water quality control from the Croakkn
River 7 a zone and to relocate them as recommehdddVPA and other objectors. A long term Water
guality monitoring program is also proposed.

There are other water quality concerns which watitled in our submission on the basis of expexical
available to us, that have nor been addressedvertieen misrepresented.

Our original submissioPage 37 to 3detailed our concerns regarding the claims madéherbasis of
modelling. The most recent Water Cycle ManagemeoR does not in any way acknowledge, discuss or
address these concerns.

We do not consider that claims of “no net increasein pollutants or “neutral /beneficial impacts” can
be made on the basis of modelling that does not taknto account the hydrological/ecological characte
of Lake Wollumboola and the Crookhaven River/Curleys Bay and their catchments. The modelling
has not been calibrated with data based on local wer quality and flow and ecological monitoring as
well as rainfall etc. and comparisons between runbfvolume and quality from the vegetation on site
(not high rainfall forest) and urbanised conditions

Our submission provided expert advice from Profietao Lawrence now Adjunct Professor of Sustainable
Design University of Canberra and others that eotrvalues equivalent to Lake Wollumboola condgion
are likely to show a substantial increase in exypddllowing development not a decrease, even wdlter
pollution controls and that no water quality cotgroould replicate or improve on natural conditions

The reductions predicted in the Water Report toimimatural loads are likely to be due to;

e over-estimating the natural, minimal exports fromtrient depleted soils and
* under-estimating the proposal’s nutrient contrimuteven with water pollution controls.

No assessment of pollution from chemicals, inclgdiesticides and herbicides has been providedyath
this development is proposing industrial uses, e & sports ovals, in addition to residentialalepment
with all these activities known to generate suckupents that cannot be removed by water pollutontrols
and are potentially toxic to aquatic organisms.

The OEH Lake Wollumboola sensitivity Report hasfaamed for Lake Wollumboola, that standard models
are not capable of producing reliable assessmemds pgedictions of the impacts on these sensitive
environments of urban development.

The OEH Report documents the extraordinary complexdf the Lake Wollumboola hydro-
geological/ecological systems and demonstratesliteéy catastrophic, irreversible impacts from unba
development in the surface and ground water catotsne

Curley’s Bay-Crookhaven River is also a sensitivland/estuary, particularly with the presence yfter
leases, whether there is likely to be a high oisgollution from urban development.

The EPA remarked on this type of discrepancy irsitsmissions to the Long Bow Point Commission of
inquiry. See COI Report page 42 advising that;

“Urban developments have consistently demonstratethability to achieve and maintain the high
level of soil and water management performancerparated in their initial design. For the sensitive
receiving waters of Lake Wollumboola, sustainechHayel performance would be required over the
entire life of the development.”

Professor W Maher Professor of Water Chemistry ehisity of Canberra provided his expert advice that:

“Water pollution control measures would need to 98846 effective to reduce pollutants from
urbanized environments to natural levels. Watelugoh control technology is not able to achieve
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the necessary levels of efficiency to replicateuradtconditions in these sensitive environments.
2006.

On the basis of such consistent expert advice andssessments the claim that there would be
improvements in water quality compared to natural ©nditions cannot be accepted as valid.

The Estuarine Management study now provided doepnowide relevant information of the values, natur
processes and condition of either the CrookhavenLake Wollumboola estuaries. The proposed
management strategies simply repeat what has glrbadn said regarding removal of water quality
infrastructure from the wetlands and provision efreation opportunities and interpretation to &gsis
community education and claims of no adverse ingact

As already stated limiting access is the only wayetduce the impact of a large-scale increase fpilpgon
immediately adjacent to the wetland.

Part 6. Population and housing demand.

The TR at Part 6 claims to address the populationsing demand and other social/leconomic issusedai

in submissions. Also provided are two reports tGelburra Community Portrait 2011" and “Demographic
Projections for Culburra 2011-2036.”

At 6.1 the TR acknowledges public comments regardie excessive scale of the proposed development
and concerns regarding the loss of coastal villdgstyle. Rather than take these concerns segciing
Review points out, apparently by way of dismissgt these concerns were expressed by holiday home
owners.

The TR also mentions concerns regarding a perceil@ling of Culburra Beach’s population as a
consequence of the proposed development but doesldess these concerns.

The LWPA as well as others expressed these conaghish are not acknowledged or addressed in the TR

Our concerns are as follows;

that the Report and associated studies misintetfpee?011 census outcomes in claims that the aeitlin
population is due to a lack of development oppaties

» there is no real demand for the character or sifalevelopment proposed.
» the proposed development would more than doublextsting population.

* major increase in suburban housing would tend sxesbate not resolve social and economic issues in
this community.

Misinterpretation of 2011 census outcomes.

The TR bases the proponent’s case for large s&slelabment on a claimed decline in the populatibn o
Culburra Beach. Yet there is no evidence in suppfattie claim that the population had declined ttukack
of development.

We recognize that the 2011 census shows a slighindein permanent residents since 2006. Howewer th
TR provides no evidence to confirm that this dexlis significant or due to lack of development
opportunities.

The TR refers to a change in the population contiposof Culburra Beach, referring to an increase in
weekender housing and holiday homes, but in generdcuses on the permanent population as an
explanation of the character of the population olb@rra Beach.
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However, we consider that the TR reflects a fundaaiemisunderstanding of the composition of the
Culburra Beach community and its concerns for ¢igalllife style and environment.

In our view the apparent decline is likely to beeda the increased demand from part-time residentthe
existing coastal village style housing. This trexsdconfirmed by local Real Estate Agents, is irgiregy
dominating the housing market and cannot simplgxXained as due to a short-term influx of “weelensd
and holiday residents.”

The census figures indicate an increase in theabeec“vacancy rate” of dwellings from 41.9 % in(&to
43.6% in 2011. Furthermore given the winter timofgthe census it is likely to have under-estiméatesl
number of part-time residents.

The TR ignores the fact that many part-time redgléave two homes and intend to maintain thistifes
Their homes are usually in Sydney and Culburra BeaEhese residents include people who are business
owners, some who utilize the internet or are engdoyiternationally and able to continue their wiydm
several locations. Others including those with ypanschool age children, are frequent weekendovssi

These permanent part-time residents are additimnphrt-time residents who intend to move to Culdur
Beach permanently once they retire.

These groups of residents are largely responsinghie regeneration of the existing beach cottages
Culburra Beach described in the Shoalhaven TouBs¢rategy as the “fibro-majestics.” These folk also
contribute to maintaining the building and constiarc industry in Culburra Beach and creating busses
associated with promoting the tourism potentialttven and environs.

There is no real demand for the suburban characteor scale of development proposed.

At Page 48 the TR states, “The rate of developreditfficult to predict because there is no precgde
guide the proponent.”

The TR refers to a “thin” local real estate mankgh four distinct submarket groups described gsuhg
middle income families with young children,” ‘rea#gs and down-sizers” and families wanting a holiday
home.” It goes on to say “The fact that suitalesing for all these groups is available at affbtelgrices

is underpinning the market.”

In our view these comments show that there is no a& demand now or in the long term for major
expansion of urban development of the type proposead Culburra Beach.

The demand for housing in Culburra Beach is drivenby village lifestyle choices not by a desire for
suburban living.

The TR does not seem to appreciate how many peaple the unique Culburra Beach character.

Many full time residents as well as part time resid elect to live in Culburra Beach as pointediowur
submission, because of the great natural beautigeofirea, easy access to beaches, the Crookhaven Ri
and Lake Wollumboola as well as the casual bedtdyeilifestyle.

The scale of the proposed development is such thatwould more than double the population over
time.

The TR claims that the rate of population expansikamed by objectors is too high. It estimated tiy
2024 the population of the development will havacreed 1,385 implying something like a 40% increase
over the existing population of Culburra Beach.jj®48.

However whilst a similar rate of occupancy as pnégeprevails would in fact produce a doubling of
residential population it is likely new housing,ripeularly in the case of independent dwellings aoan
houses, would attract a greater number of famik&sen the average family size in the district i§ 1
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children with a parent or parents, it is to be etpé the resultant increased proportion of houskshaiith
three or four more members would significantly édl the population of West Culburra by comparisith w
the existing village.

A development such as that proposed at West Culbuarwould therefore more than double the current
population. Therefore, the population projections pesented by the proponent under-estimate the
population increase that could ensue from the proped development.

The TR claims that such a slow rate of growth as pinedicted, “would be barely noticeable to thisting
population.”

We do not accept this conclusion. Medical and ottmnmunity services are already stretched and this
pressure would increase with an ageing population.

The pressure on the environment would cause signifidegradation to the Lake and River as welhas t
values of their catchments.

People living in a future West Culburra would ndeddrive to the beaches. They would not have water
access except perhaps for canoes and kayaks bexfahseshallow nature of the River.

Many current residents made a conscious choiceaan a small community, with limited impacts dmet
sensitive waters of the Lake and River and the idiate coast. The benefits of this sustainable tiffes
would be lost.

Already the Culburra Beach environment suffers flmrercrowding during summer when parking at many
fishing spots, lookouts and beaches is difficulateess. Some of Culburra Beach’s younger residevs
also had to form a litter squad to clean up litteithe beaches, left behind by visitors.

The extensive suburban style of the developmeriiyaken by vegetation and open space corridors is
incompatible with the existing Culburra Beach lifés and likely to have significant environmentalda
social impacts.

Major increase in suburban housing would tend to excerbate not resolve social and economic issues
in this community.

The large-scale nature of this development wouldett major developers such as Stocklands. Therddwo
be limited employment opportunities during the d¢ariion phase for local businesses and workesuse
such development organizations utilize their owmtactors, rather than employ local trades people.
Promises for increased Aboriginal employment raesigntuate.

The development scale would also put great pressueerange of local services, particularly medisatial
welfare, home help for the elderly.

Culburra Beach is not well served with local trasrgpwith most people employed in Nowra havingetyr
on private car transport to go to work.

Nowra as the regional centre, is the main focuganomic development and employment. Apart from
tourism and recreational opportunities, businegseSulburra Beach cannot be expected to compete wit
Nowra.

Location of large-scale urban development in isalatoastal villages simply detracts from Nowralees t
service centre for the region and results in cadtiplication of services, including costly infragtture such
as roads and provision of water, power, transpait@mmunications.

The Report has not made a convincing case thatapwent of West Culburra would bring long term sbci
and economic wellbeing to Culburra Beach.
Lake Wollumboola Protection Association Inc March D14



