Attachment 3: 



Social Infrastructure and Developer Contributions

Report by Kate Hodgkinson for CHBPA

Social Infrastructure and Developer Contributions
The Urbis Lower Hunter Southern Lands Social Infrastructure Study Catherine Hill Bay is C&A’s response to DGEAR Requirement No.13.   This study is a report to C & A with recommendations. These recommendations are far too vague, lacking specificity that can be considered and acted upon.

There is no commitment from C&A to carry out even these recommendations.

Urbis’ conclusion is that “there will be an intensity of impact upon the community of CHB as a result of additional development.”

Urbis’ Recommendations

1 C & A allows for Section contribution 94, $16,399   and given substantial commitment to conservation lands, discuss with LMCC contributions for level open space. This seems extremely low
2 C & A discuss with State Gov contributions for

Equitable access to transport (possibly via subsidised bus service)
 
How much and how many services, where to and when?

Provision of housing diversity, services and facilities to support ageing in place. 

This is far too vague

Provision of emergency response services. 

Which services and where?
Foreshore/ park embellishments. 

Such as, and what about parking?
3 Where possible C & A support community development processes by assisting new and existing communities. 
How?

C&A have made no provision for any social or community infrastructure in this concept plan apart from a cycle/pathway and a couple of bus stops. 
I quote some responses from the study 

Health, 
 “ medical and ancillary services has to be accessed outside the local area” and “many of these are operating at capacity, and have closed their books to new patients”, Recommendation  “One potential means of attracting medical and ancillary health services would be to ensure professional rooms are included in any future retail development”

Retail,
“Gwandalan has been identified as the most suitable location for a supermarket based centre” and Catherine Hill Bay will have an “undersupply of retail floor space of 1,000 -1,200sq.m by 2011” and “3,500sq.m by 2021. This analysis assumes that 1,500sq.m of convenience retail is added at Catherine Hill Bay by 2016, as proposed by the Rose Group.”

Education,
“Department of Education and Training has indicated that primary schools serving the area have some capacity for increased enrolments” and  Lake Munmorah and Swansea High Schools have “limited” and “some capacity for increased enrolments” . 
Transport,
“The area is serviced by an infrequent private bus service,” and “the community is heavily car dependant.” And “the majority of those in employment will travel outside of the local communities for work” and “individuals requiring most other services will need to travel outside of the communities to access these” 
Recommendation, “possibly via a subsidised bus service”

Within this study the usual response to Social Infrastructure issues such as, health, retail and community centres is that C&A need not address these as Rose Group will provide the retail and presumably the associated professional rooms and community facilities. This is completely inappropriate as there is no guarantee that Rose Group will provide this Social Infrastructure. If Rose Group does provide this infrastructure, why will it be available or accessible or affordable to the old and new communities at Middle Camp? The services will certainly not be convenient, as anyone from Middle Camp will have to be driven there, as it is too far to carry groceries or to walk if one is not very fit and well. Once in a car it will make more sense to travel to the larger centre of Swansea. 

Social infrastructure issues brought up at workshops and the Charette, are not discussed or addressed. These include;

· Employment - There is minimal employment in the area and those who do work further afield have long distances to travel.
· Education - The local schools are already using demountables which are regarded as temporary accommodation. There is no projection of school aged children resulting from this development. It is assumed that the projected new population will be overwhelmingly retirees. While many retirees enjoy further studies and cultural activities, it will become harder for them to access such activities as they “age in place”.
· Linking The Bay and Middle Camp to Nords Wharf, all the traffic intersections are dangerous and crossing the Pacific Hwy on foot is almost impossible.

· There is no mention of upgrading internet and communication services

· There is no discussion of the present communities preferred option of no development
In summary, Middle Camp is an inappropriate location for such a development as it is has “very little in the way of social infrastructure” due to its isolation and lack of services. C&A obviously do not intend to provide anything like what would be required to support an “ageing in place” population of 700.
I also list inaccuracies in the appendices C1

· 69 Flowers Drive is now a private residence and has been for many years.

· The Convenience Store and The Old Shop are one and the same, yes it is closed and was used for one exhibition as part of the Back to the Bay Festival, 2006.

Considering the inadequacy of Coal and Allieds’ concept plan in regard to Social Infrastructure alone, I call for an immediate rejection of the proposed plan by C & A and I call on the Director, Strategic Assessments to do so.

