
INDEPENDENT HEARING AND ASSESSMENT PANEL
CONCEPT PLAN FOR CATHERINE HILL BAY & GWANDALAN

F I N A L  R E P O R T

S U I { I ' A R Y  O F  R E C O M M E N  D A T I O N S

The Independent Hearing and Assessmeni Panel for Catherine Hill Bay and Gwandalan has
prepared this report to provide the Minisler for Planning wilh its final views on the Catherine
Hill Bay ard Gwandalan Concept Plan and Prqec{ Applicalions submitted by lhe Rose
Property Group Pty Ltd.

This reporl recommends that the Concept Plan (prepared by Conybeare Monison
Internafional + Contexl Landscape Design dated December 2007) as il relates lo Gwan@bn
be granted approval but that prior to the approval of the Concepl Plan as it relates to
Catherine Hill Bay it be amended as follows:

Reconmendadon 1 - Redetgn ot Hamlet 1

Prior to the approval of the Concepl Plan Hamlet '1 should be redesigned in accordance with
the following principles:

Coastal Walk

' All development (including proposed allotments) shall be selback a minimum dislance of
25m from lhe cliff edge (with the exceplion ol developmenl associated with the provision
of a public lookout and associaled small scale cate / kiosk on top of lhe existing Bin
Building), lf a greater setback is reguired for cliff stability reasons lhen this shall be
accommodated in the revised design.

The intent of this setback is to provide an adequale widlh lor the proposed coaslal walk
along lhe cliff lop in addition to a clifl stability/recession zone.

For the purpose of identifying the 25m setback requiremenl lhe Panel recommends that
the "cliff edge' is defined as the line that represents the point where lhe land al the cliff
edge has a slope of 1 in 4.78 or 20.90/o (refer Figure 1 in rnain body of report).

Develooment

. Developmenl in Hamlet 1 shall be:
) \Mere residential, delached dwellings only of no1 more lhan 1 slorey in height with

a maximum ridge height of 5m above existing ground level or finished ground level
whichever is lower;

> Dlellings shall be low scale and designed to blend inlo the landscape having a
maximum building footprint of 40o/o ol sile area and a minimum of 50% soft
landscaped area.

> f9r eqch proposed residenlial lot, an appropriale tootprint for a dnelling shall bs
idenlitied that (1) minimizes rhe visibility ot the d\.veiling when viewed from
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Calherine Hill Bay Village and Middle Camp Beach and (2) retains and pieserves
existing significant trees (to be identified) on site. r
Drellings which adjoin the Coastal Walk (as outlined above) shall be setback from
the allolment boundary that adjoins the Coastal Walk a minimum dislance of 15m
to provide adequate visual separation between the public domain and private
dwellings. Landscaping and ancillary slruciures may be located within this
setback.

Where commercial, development shall similarty be not more than 1 storey in
height with a maximum ridge height of 5m above existing ground level or finished
ground level whichever is lower.

Recommendation 2- Publrc Access ,
Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan as it relates to Catherine Hill Bay provision shall be
made for a new access road to Moonee Beach through the subjec't land which forms a
perimeter road to the proposed new Moonee Hamlets with provision for on streel parking on
at least one side in addition to the provision of a public parking area wilhin the subject
development area to provide public access lo Moonee Beach. The location of the proposed
road should avoid impact on the SEPP 14 wetland idenlified in the southern part of the site.

The reouired
development,
a@ess.

new perimeter road and at leasl one norlh south running spine road within the
are to be public roads designed to Council specifrcations to ensure public

Recommendation 3- Retail and commercial floor space

Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan as it relates to Calherine Hill Bay the maximum
floor space of the proposed retail and commercial development within the development shall
be reduced to a maximum of 750m2 to ensure that it will service the daily convenience needs
of the proposed nev community only and not act as destination retailing in its own right.

Recommendatlon 4 - Landscaping in Hamlets 2'5

Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan as it relates lo Catherine Hill Bay the intemal
planning within Hamlets 2 - 5 inclusive shall be reviewed to identify adequale deep soil

areas to ensure than the propOsed trees will have adequate space to establish and grow to

their full potential height and thereby create a sense of a development within a bushland

setting.

R*omnendailon 5- Bin Buildlng

The concept Plan as it r€lat€s to catherine Hill Bay be modmed to require that the Bin

Building be stabilized and made safe with lhe top to be reused as a public lookout

incorporating a low intensity caf6/kiosk or the like only.

The Concept Plan approval when issued is to clearty stale thal no adaptive,reuse of the Bin

Building is approvecl as part of the Concept Plan apbroval and that any such ft'{ure proposal

would require a separate development application.

A further advisory note should be included that states that if adaptive reuse is proposed in

lhe {uture any such proposal should not include reflective glass, undue lighting or an

expansion in lhe size o{ the building.
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Recommendation 6 - Hamlets 6 and 7

Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan Hamlets 6 and 7 shall be redesigned in
accordance wfth Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006 (NSW Rural Fire Sendc€).

Recomrnendation 7 - Pojed Applicatlons

The Panel recommends that the Minister defer conskJeratlon of the submitled project
applicalion for Hamlet 1 until such time as it has been resubmitted consistent with the above
recommendations and the Panel has orovided the Minisler with its comments on the revised
project application.

The Panel recornmends thai the Minlster defer consideration of the submitted projecf
apptications for Hamlels 2 and the Civil and Site Works fur Catherine Hill Bay until such time
as they have been resubmitled in a form consistent with an amended Concapt Plan which
addresses the above recommendalions. Further the Panel considers that once these project
applications have been resubmitted consistent with a revised Concept Plan, consistent wilh
the above recommendations, the Minister should approve these applications.

The Panel recommends that the Minister approve, when submitted, a revised project
Application for Gwandalan where it is consistent with the Preferred Project Repori (Concept
Plan dated December 2007).



1 .  P R E L U D E

The catherine Hill Bay and Gwandalan lndependent Hearing and Assessrnent Panel was

"onrt1rt"A to advise ine Uinisier on tn" Con""pt Plan on 1i November 2006. The ierms of

reference of the Panel are to:

1. Consider and advise on the:

(a) following imlads of the Poiect: '
' Heritagecgnseryallon;
' Buift fom and ufian design; I
' Visual imqact:
' Apprpriateness of the ptoposed wban footpints; I
' Affess to coadS/ and rcc'eation areas;
' Vehicle and Pedestrian circulation on site and in the locatily

(b) /e/evant issue ra'sed in submisstbn s in regad to these impadsi and

(c) adequacy of the proporcnt's response lo the 'ssdas raised 'n submissbns' and

2.tdentifyandammen,tonanyotherre|atedslgnlfican|lssuesrasedinsubmlsslbnso|duing
the Panel hearings.

This report is consislent with the above terms of reference'

ln oclober 2006, a Memorandum of undersilanding (Mou) was reached between the

Minister for the Environment, the Minister for Planninq and coastal Hamlels Pty Ltd and

Lakeside Living pty Ltd (;il ii;-;;p companies) inich provided for dedication of land

within the Wallarah p"ni,,Jui" tot conslwati6n' ano oevetobment of other land within

Gatherine Hill Bay and Gwandalan' l

specifically the MoU refened to the conservation. of 310ha of land at catherine Hill Bay and

the wallarah peninsura ti'b" ilii"t""o io tne Nationat Farks Estate (or a9 3 @nservation

reserve). The devetopm.i"ip"i"iit,"r 'O*iln"a in tntii,tiu covered residential development

of up to 60 hectares A" ""i["" OOO O*ufiirg.) af C#eiine Hill Bay and residential

development ot ZO rrea#siio ""rti"u" 3lidwellings) at Gwandslan'

ThePanelacknow|edgesthattheaboveMoUestab|ishesthecontextforthecurrent
process. Horrrever, n ',ni"'ioit'in"iii Jo"t notr"tt"iitt" Ministeds discretion in exerctstng

[i.iiiJiiitJ *oti tn" epan nti' nor does it bind the Panel in anv wav'

The Panel also recogntses that developm"ll Iol:?"1 
mining purposes ha-soccurred on the

subject headland in the p".i "nJ in"t tire mine rehJitrtatioi plan provides for the

reinsratement of tne ran5iJ a ""rri"irt"r". lt is th;;;i;;;onsidered that althoush the

h e a d | a n d i s n o t . u n d e v e _ | o p " o ' i t i ' e q u a | | y n o t " d e v e l o p e d " ' l



2 .  P a o c E s s  r o  D A r E

An inilial Concept Plan for lhe subject sites was exhibiled between January and March 2007.
ln April 2007 lhe Panel submitied an interim report to lhe Minisler which advrsed that the
Concepl Plan in ils lhen forrn was considered unacceptable. The Panel's rnain concems in
relation to lhe Concept Plan were:

r fiotrcofiPliance with Govemrnent's Coastal Poticy and Design Guldelires and best
practice coastal planning;

I impactls on the scenic, aesthe{ic and cultural herilage quafilies of lhe existing
Calherine Hill Bay;

' lack of clear considered design approach which responds lo lhe environmenlal
attributes ol the sites:

r failure of the developmenl to provide for high quality access tor lhe publh to the
beach front (catherine Hiil Bay) and rake front (Gwindatan) open space areas,
coaslal walks, cycle paths, eic.

' lncorporation of signilicant unsympalhetic developrnent on the headland, ridgelines
€lc;

r lnclusion of significant numbers of lourism beds in a highty visually prominent
location on the ridgeline of Catherine Hill Bay; and

' Limited consideration of adaptive reuse potenlial for exisling slruclures on sile and inthe vicinity (Bin Building and Jetty).

Included in rhe Panel's Interim Report was a series of pranning principfes that had beenformulated by the Panel specificaliy to guide tne Jevetoper on wbat th€ panet considered thekey issues were in relation to any frop6sed deveropmenr of the sublecr tano tr was rhePa.nel's strong view, as clearly artibuareo in inuint"rir Report, that any developmenl on thesubjec{ sites must conform with these principles to be deemed acceptabte. The pnnciples
are provided at Attachrnenl 1

Folloring submission of.lle-fang's rnterim Report, the appticanr proceeded ro prepare anew concepl Plan for both sites in conlunciioriluiirt ero1""t Apptications lor lhe first twoprecincts identiried for deyeroqm_enr in ihe a;;";;i phn in carherine Hiil Bay (known asHamlets 1 and 2), the cjvil and srte works ai cair,[rin" Hill Bay and lor lhe deve]opment alGwandalan The Panel attended " nrtu"ioir"irings wilh the appticanl and its consullantsduring the formuration of-thls ngy concepi Fian s-p"cilcaty ro ebborare on rhe panel,splanning principres and to provide the oeveroper-riiti, ,oui." about any revisecr proposar.

In 
A:99 2097 a new proposar was submifled by rhe applicanr. The proposal incruded:' a concepr pran covering catherine Hiil Bay and Gruandaran,' pro'ect applications t"i]l:.fir:t..*o stages of deveroprn€nl at the carherine Hit Bay site,' a projecr apprication for the civij ano su-ooivision works ar catherine nirt Bay; ano' a project applicatron for Gwandalan

Thesa applicalions were publicly exhibited from 5 Septembbr 2007 to 12 oclober zoo7. Atotal of 2,741 submissions were received in reralion to. rhe new concepl pran anct projectApplicatrons This number exceeded the numuei ieceived in ,erarion i6 irre?iginal conceptPtan (2'112) 2738 submissi::1.bj$;! i;'fi" ;;;p.".d deveropmenr wirh 3 submissionsbeing in support. 9 submissions rerated to botn banerne H,[ Bay and Gwandar an,2g45ratsed issues relating to rnetwetonmJni or*; lli"t calherine Hi1 Bay and 167 raisedrssues relating lo the Gwandatan oivelopnre*rirli-iorrr of 2,63s submiGions were in the formor protorma retrers (9 rvpes rerating ro d;n;;i;; and 6 rerating rhe calherine Hi, Bay).
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A break down of submissions (including proforma letlers) received is provitled bebrr:

on 30 oc{ober 2007 the panel held a public hearing to allow members ol the public lo

presenr rheir submissi"^, ij',?r"ir.1Jrh";da 
'zi#,*n" presenled to lhe Pan€l

in"trOing representatives of: I

Fffi#ffi Bav Prosress Associalton'
. Cathenne Hill Bay Surf Lile Savlng uluD
. \Atuons Shire Council
. uaie fla"quane GitY Council'

Gwandalan
' Gwandalan / Summerland Poinl Progress Association'
. Gwandalan Public School P& C' ,
. \A&ong Shire Council ,

g*ffi" 
Residents Group for lhe Environrnent of Lake Macquarie'

Gwandalan Catherlne Hill
Bay

'Gwandalan

& Catherine
tlill Bay

TOTAL

FORM LETTERS

Form 1 22 ?2

Form2 1 8 1 8

Form 3 80 80

Form 4 320 320

Form 5 1885 1885

Form 6 o 9

Form 7 I 8

Form I 24'l ?41

Form 9 q 5

Form 10 I J

Form l l 6 6
6

Form 12 6

Form 13 4 4
4

Form ltl 4

Form l5 24 24

2500 2635
Forrn letters total 135

T- 103
ilGiieoEieaion
letters

51 43

a

Support lettglg 1 2
9 2741

TOTAL 187 25/,5



Major issues raised in the submissions and presentralions included:

Gdrerine Hill Bav
lrnpact on Herilage values
Developmenl on Headland and inconsistency with Coaslal Polica etc.
Scale and density of development
Views and visual impact
Need to assess impact cumulatively wilh Coal and Allbd devebprnenl
Inadequacy of documentalion including lack of McHarg Anaybis, lack of 4 season flora /
fauna analysis
lmpact on Wallarah Peninsula fauna crnidor
Public access
Open space not lo Council's reguirements
Bushfire risk
Traffic and parking
lmpact on SEPP 14 Wetland

Gwandalan
. Piping of natural waler courses
. Waler lreatmenl on adiacent land nol wilhin developrnenl
' Cut and fill
. lmpacl on protecled species of flora
. Lack of usable public open space
. Bushfire risk
' Offsels do not apply to Gwandalan
. Lack of public access to lake fronlage
. lmpacl on wildlife corridor
. Gwandalan not Part 3A prolect
. lmpecl on adjacent public school
. Lack of water to service developrnenl

General issues
' Lack of inlormation on ofiset areas including whether threalened species localed on

sites to be developed are represented in the offset area
. Part 3iA process
. Seclion 94 contributions



3 .  c o N s r D E R A T t o N  o F  l s s u E s

The Panel consiJers that the nevv Concbpt Plan (August 2007) b at hprolernnl on tho
original plan and has addressed sorne of the planning principles formuHed by lhe Panel.
These imprcvements include:

Calherine Hill Ban 
I

. No developrnenl belween Jetty Maslers Cottage and Wallarah House;

. Inclusion of Coasial Walk;
' Reduction in developmenl on headland / within visual curtilage ol existing Calherine Hill

Bay Village;
. Landscaping and prolcction of ridg€line from daneloprnenl;
' Design of developmenl separated from the exisling Catherine Hill Bay Vilbge and in

discreet hamlels lhal can be developed with individual characlers elc. and
Removal ol lourism beds.

Gwandalan:
. Deblion of Stage 2 from proposed Concept Plan;
' lmproved road layout lo minimise allotments with direct acoess onlo Kanangra Drive and

to provide a perimeler road adjacenl to boundary wilh Gwandalan Public School.

However, following a delailed review ol the Concepl Plan the Panel conlinued lo have
significant concerns aboul lhe developmenl in its revised form. These concstns are delailed
below.

3 . 1  C a t h e r l n e  H l l l  B a y  l s s u e 3

The nev Concept Plan for Catherine Hill Bay is not consistent wilh lhe Panel's Planning
Principles issued as part of ils Interim Report and gives rrse lo specific concetns as follows:

1. development on the headland specifically where within the visual calchrnenl ot lhe
exisling Catherine Hill Bay village;

2. public acoess to lhe beach at Moonee and along the coaslline /headland and more
generally throughoul the developmenl;

3. scale of the proposed commercial development;

4. height and intensity of the proposed shoptop housing; i
5. scale and denstty ol development within the proposed Moonee Hamlels:

6. bush{ire risk in relation lo Hamlets 6 and 7 and impacl of Hamlets 5 arfr7 on fauna
conidors which extend beyond ihe site wilhin lhe Wallarah Peninsula; and

7. adaptive reuse of lhe Bin Building.

Eacfr of these bsues is discussed in furlher detail below;

3.1-1 Development on the Headland 1 ,

The Paneil is of the view that the headland of Catherine Hill Bay and particularty tls
retatirnship to the existing Catherine Hilt Bay village should be preserved Gonsislenl wilh
Oest practib ooastal plan-ning as articulated in the Coasla/ Policy and Coasla/ Des6tn
Guidelines. nccordinbty the Panel relains concerns in relalion to the ne\n Concepl Plan

specifically in respecl"oi that part ot the development that is proposed on the headland of

iatherine-Hill Bay (wilhin Hamlel 1) particularly where such development has lhe polential to
I

i 8

I

I



impact on lhe visual catchment of the historic Catherine Hilt Bay viltage. As identified in the
concept plan application, the proposed developmenl site tatb inlo lwo dislinci visuat
catchrnents demarcaled by the easl west running primary rltgellne lhat is generdly defined
by the alignment of the exisling Monlefiore Streel. Land lo the norlh ol lhb iltgelirn is
generally within the view calchmenl ol the exisling historic Calherine Hill Bay vitage and will
be visible from significant views including views lrom MitJdle Camp Beach, Florers prive
etc.

As noted in the lnierim Report the Panel considers thal the aesth€lic and cullural heftagre
quality of lhe existing Calherine Hill Bay village and its landscape selling are of exceptional
significance and should be protected. Development wilhin Hamlel t lhaais proposed wilhin
lhe view catchment of the existing village must lhereiore be sensitively lrsaled.

The NSW Co astal Polby (1997) has as one ol ils key actions that "undeveloped headlands
will be protected and only minor development will be permitted for essential pubfb purposes,
9S:urf fife saving facilities", A headland is defined under Slale Environmenlal Planning
Policy l'lo 71 - Coastat Protec'lion (SEPP 71) as follows'headtand irrcludes a promonlory
entending from the general line of the coastline into a large body ol water, such as a sea,
coastal lake or bay".

The Panel has considered the issue of what defines the headland in sonre detail lravingregard lo the definition contained in SEPP 71. Submiilers lo the panel have pul torward theview that lhe headrand is defined by a rine conneciing Mkldte camp Beach and MooneeBeach with the headland forming ait lano roine easr ofihis line. Tt,e appicanr has laken adifferenl view and defined the hdadhnd more naiiowry as generaily rend ro the east of rhedisturbed land on which the Uoonee Cottiery was prevrousty localed.
The Panel is of the view lhat any development thal is within the calherine Hill Bay viilagevrew catchment jn the area defined; ;;,n-r"i';';; lhe norrh o, the ,idgeline wix be viewed(when looking sourh) as being p^"-T; f;ra"no',eg"roress or where the rine o, the headrandis drawn ln addilion this area is considered to be-highry ""n"iir" i"'i"i# o1r," porenlialfor anv development in rhis area .o ffi;i;;;n9{aoe significance of lhe exrstingcatherine Hiil Bay vilrage and the scenic quariries orthe coast.
The Panerconsiders thl,.!f-gyrr:lr documentarion submired with the corrcept pran doesl,'"1ffiT:ff?:'y"idffi:']ll9rnar oeveropmffirhe area norrh of ue riJeenne wi, nor be
vlilage. Further the pa-n 

potnts and will not therefore impact onir,J "d"i rinilage of the
tp-,e..n "q,iu"r"nior"i;,f;ll['3:i-,Tfl iil:Ug,,iqiiL'j,?:*,ftT'iii*i#;. ",snoptop housing) it rs unrikervthir t#;i 6" off,o*. wrire ' is noreo rhar rhe appricantproposes ro undertaken::p:,:" 

4ii;fifi;tr"en.devekopnnnr it is considered harthts landscaping is unrikery to be viabre oe6"ui" oi prevairing crimatic condirrons and thelf:tr":tf:tilffiJ3.^::1,.*i,,;;;;;;;;!.In unos""-pins ro achieveimp,oved viewsin this area. 
_..--*rprng to screen deyefoprrent n uerefori nolioi.iO"r"o acceplable

Ttte Panel is of the view I

-Ulli',':*g;["];i]{""*[{diiiqT",",'iHi?i'ffi !'rifl h*t#,f ;y.
l*j-tryrylnr ioiiffi'"0" and headland from Mrddret"rp a.""ri"ri ?ro ro oprimrse
*1;ff :, 1; 'o[:# :ff :iH ::"$J;fl,Tii l","po""' J" o """ iop'""ir,nini n,r, "#:":'3,ill,ff il5tf $,'""ffi 'l;il:it5#j"jffi lff Tiff :"'J#fi Ti:l#.";; jJ.l,.
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3.1.2 Public Access

The provision ol public access to the coastal foreshore is a key issue in retalbn lo the
propcneO Concept Plan. Consistent with this view SEPP 71 lras as tvvo of ils rnain aims:

"(b) to protect and imprwe existing public access 1o and along co*ial bestpres lo the
extent that is compatible with ihe nalural attributes ot the c@slal breshore, and'

(c) to ensure lhat new opportunities for public access to and abr€ co6td loreghores
are kJentilied and realised to the extent that lhis is csnpatibte wflh lhe natural
attributes of lhe coastal foreshore."

The Panel remains concerned that the proposed development does nol oplimise publh

access to the headland or the beach at Moonee.

Coastal Wbll 
i

whilst the proposal puts foMard a coastal walk along the headard as a tnaior publh benefit

of the prop'osid scheme, the location and conslruclion of lhis b not lulty resolved ll does

however appear that tn" propor"o *alk would be localed at various levels on the side of lhe

lfift ,af,ur if,"n on the cliff top thereby reserving land adjacenl lo the cliff top tot privale

residenlial uses tl rs considfred tnai to optimiie the vaiue and use of lhrs walk lo lhe

community il should Ue focat"O on tne c[fi top selback a sulfrient distance to ensure public

safety and clift stabilitY

TheCoasta|DesignGutdetinesforNSW(2003)supportslhisviwrs€eking|oprovide
improv€d pugic access to the coast and the retention oiforeshores and headlands in public

ownership for public uses tGii;;ilih;besign cu''derines include direc{ion in relation to

matters such as:

, "3#iliilT:access; ,
. protection from natural hazards; ancl

' proledion of significant environmental areds and nalural vegetatbn'

(Reler Attachment 2 for furiher delail)

rhepanerr.,g:':ll?l ji","'"'.T:,'';'"x,:i:llT',fi *fu3ffi #"Jjfiff":"llJffi'#ijitfr:ffl""J"iT'iil;:;,1"":i'fi'in" p"""i 3D,T".rn rin" is as ouilined De,o'v bv the
the clifl line The ratlonale for the identification 01 lh

Department ot Planning: ' -.-^. ̂-^.

'llethod Apptied to )ter'rmlne the Clift Line at Cathefine H',lt Boy

{

veftical accuracy of this sL)rvey was u o III

l 0



When nndelled in a 3D envircnment the toqg,"erphie surtace rcplbates ffte true to lile
landform ol the stte.

To further analyse the tcrrain of the study area, the steepness lor e€r;h cell (3.94 x
3.84m) of the top9graphic surfaca was determined. This was calcutated as a Wrcenl
of slope j.e. nse over run, multiplied by 100. obseruabty, iln tower the slop value the
llatter the tenain and the higher the slop value the steeper the tenain.

By classlying the slope coverage into 10 classes using naturat breab in the datasel
and applying a distinctive colour scheme an indbation ol where lhe clifr edge began
was clealy visible. A line representing this limit was prduced by creating a @ntour
that represented a 20.9% slope value along the coadline. The stWe vahte of 20.9%
was se/ecfed as the cliff top boundary line as lhrs was ktentilnd by lie G/S as a
natural brcak in the data where lhe topography started to become more unilorm.
Applying the understanding that a I in 4 slope equals a slope ol 2s%, a value of 20.9o/o
eguates to a 1 in 4.78 slope." (Department ol planning, pe.rs. com. 2(n7)

The cliff line, as defined, is as shown on Figure 1 below.

The Panel is of the view thal the proposed coastal walk should be a mininrum width of 25m
to.ensure adeguate width for the walk itself and an appropriate setback from the cliff edge tomitigate against cliff retreat, ensure cliff stability elc.

]n addilion it is re@mmended thal if private residential allolmenls fiont lhis srea the inlerfacebetween these uses be resolved at the detailed level to ensure:
' the coastal walk has lhe feeling and appearance of a pubric space rhar is open andwelcoming rather than being treated as'an extension to the pnvate arbrments,
' the satety and s€curity of.the pubric is prwided for through rhe design (e.g. eitherlocation of perimeter ioao aouttint tt.-op"n sp".e or through rhe use of roadsterminating at Ihe open space to provide casuat suryeillance).

It is also considered lhat dwellings on adjacent allolmenls should be setback a minimum of15m from the allotment boundary to ensrr" viiuai-separation between the coasrar walk andprivate dweltings.

i l
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Moonee Beach

The proposat intends to provide public vehicular a6gp$ to Moonee Beaci wilhin lhe
devetophent scheme which has hitherto been unavailabte. Whle the Panel supporls the
provision of formal public access to Moonee Beach it noles that the proposed access is, lor
ine most part, to be provided on the adjacent National Park and Wldlife Service bnd
including the access road and the public car park, efteclively separating lhb^access from lhe
subiect development. Al the time o{ writing il is uncerlain wheth€t the NPWS would agree to
the conslruclion of such acoess holvever it is considered unlikely.

The Panel considers that the provision of public access to Moonee Beach shotlH be
incorporaled into the developmenl concepl wholty within the subjecl sile wilh lh€ propo€ed

acoess road taking the form of a perimeler road located on tho sotlth€m edge ol the
proposed hamletsand incorporating a public carpark in a location which provides ready'pedestrbn 

access lo Moonee Beach. A perimeter road would have lhe added benefil of
icting as a bushfire asset protection zone for the development ard pol€ntially could
incoriorate overflow on stieet parking. The Panel recognises that lh€ locatbn of lhis ro'ad

vqill be dependenl on "ground truthing3 of the actual location and exlent ol lhe SEPP 14
wetland that has been identified on lhe southern most part of th€ slle.

General Road Accegs within the Developmenl

The Panel is concerned thal the current design ol the propos€d Moonee Hamlets provides
for the proposed roads lo be held in community title and have the polential to leel 'privale'

particularly if they are designed lo be narrower than public roads as reQuhed b,y Gouncil.
The proviiion of public acc-ess to Moonee Beach is a significanl public benefil lhal wi[ be a
dirdt result ot the proposed development. lt is therefore considered lhat this access should
be clearly public and noi be seen to be only for the fulure residenls of lhe developmenl area.
The provision of a perimeter road as outlined above will go sonre way lo addressing lhis
ooncern however lhe Panel is of the view that major spine roads inchding the perimeler road
and al least one north south running access road wilhin the developnrent shouH be
designed as "public roads' and should meet Council specifications. ll is also consklered lhal
al leasl the perirn€ter road should be designed lo incorporate on slreel car parking (on a
minimum on otle side) to provide overflow parking lor persons accessing Moonee BeaCh.

3.1.3 Scale of commerclal development

In the Panel's Interim Reporl on the original concepl plan it rabed conGems orref lhe scale
and intensity of the proposed commercial development, Specificalty lhe Panel included
Principle 9 to guide the developer in preparing a revised applbalion as follows:

"Commercial development within the area should provide only lor the daily
convenience needs of the community and should be /ocated so 8s lo be convenient
but not obtrusive or impact on lhe scenic quatities of the arca (in paflicular rnt be
located on the ridge). The Panel rs a,so o/ lie view lhat conwnierrc,e shopping
facilities (gonerat store or the like) in the lrcatily should be spread belween Middle
Camp, the existing village of Catherine Hilt Bay (either in c)ose proximily to the beach
or adjac:ent to the-existing Hotel) and the proposed developmenl precincl Io the south
of the ridgeline Any such development should nol impact on tbe viabifny ol existing
commercial development in the locality "

The new Concept Plan proposes a village centre thal'will contain up lo 18O0m2 of retail and
comrnercial flooi space with no more lhan 200m2 inlernal floor space in any individual shop"



Concem has been raised in submissions that the amounl of retail and comnrercial fioor
space propos€d is excessive, not viable in the tocafity and will lherefore ultimalely be
converted to additional residential dwellinqs. The Panel consirJers lhat a nraximum of 750
m2 of conbined relail and commercial flodr space should be proviled on sile. This arnounl
ol retail floor space is consistent with the inlent of providing convenience retailing lo sarvice
the needs of the local community only and will ensure that th€ relail area will not operale as
destination retailing in its own right.

3.1.1 Proposed Shoptop Housing / 2 -3 storey dwelllngs ln Hamlet 7 ,

Pbnning Principle 13 (contained in th€ Interim Report) ideniified lhat:

"devetopmenl within the area identified by the Proponent as the "Village Centre
Hamlet", with the exception of the neighbourhood shops, sba// be detached, single
storey residential development that is low in scale and set within the ladscape.
Fufther it shall De selbaclr lrom the edge ol the escarpnnnl and not potntde above
the ridgeline".

It is noted that the new Concept Plan includes shoplop housing within Hamlel 1 on the
northern and southern side of the loop road which forms the main stre€t of the Village Centre
and which circumnavigates lhe proposed Village Cenlre Comrnon. The proposed shop.lop
housing on the northern side of lhe "Village Main Slreel" is 2 slorey plus basennnl garage
and will therefore present as 2 sloreys+ in heighl (rnore lhan 10m above finished ground
level and in some cases up to 12m above nalural ground level) when viewed from lhe norlh
(existing Calherine Hill Bay village, Middle Camp Beach and Flon'rer Orive). In addilion on
the southern side of the main streel lhe proposed shoplop housing is 2 storeys plus atlic
plus basement carparking appearing as 2 sloreys from lhe main loop road bul 3 sloreys (up
to 12m above natural ground level) when viewed looking norlh from lhe soulhem access
road. 

I
In addition the Projecl Application for Hamlet 1 shows that 8 dwellings identified as shoplop
housing in lhe Concepl Plan (adjacent to the main slreel loop road) will actually be 2-3
storey dwellings wilh no commercial or retail component (refer M1-MB on Projecl Application
for Hamlet 1).

The Panel considers that as noted above it has nol been adequately demonslrated that
development can occur in the area of Hamlel 1 to the north of the main easl west ridgeline
wilhout significantly impacting on the visual curlilage ot the exisling Catherine H'dl Bay village
and without appearing as development on lhe headland. Indeed the photomonlages
prepared by the application to support the Concept Plan illustrate that lhe developrnent will
be highly visible from all signifrcant views including trom the norlhern edge of Mrddle Camp
Beach, from the middle of Middle Camp Beach, from the car park on Middle Camp Beach
and lrom Catherine Hitl Bay Viltage. This has been conlirmed by 3D modelling underlaken
by the Deparlmenl of Planning at the requesl of lhe Panel,

In accordance with the principles set oul by the Panel in lhe Inlerim Report, lhe Panel
considers that 2-3 storey shoptop housing developmenl wilhin Hamlet 'l is inconsislent wilh
lhe character of lhe Calirerine Hill Bay locality, is inappropriate in the subjecl location and
should therefore be deleted. Any relail or commercial developrnent proposed as parl ol lhe
developmenl should be low in scale and should be single slorey if localed wilhin Hamlel 1
consistenl with any proposed residential development in this visually sensitive area.
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3.1.5 Landscaping within the Moonee Hamlets (Hamlets 2'5)

The revised Concept Plan as il relales 1o Catherine Hill Bay is ptopos€d as sev€n discreel
harnlets separated by bushland corridors. As outlined above the Panel considers lhal
significanl changes are required to the layout, extent, scale and lorm of Hamlel 1 given lhe
viiual sensitivity of this area and the potential for developnanl lo be viewed as developmenl
on the headland and to impact upon the heritage significance of Catherine Hill Bay village.

Hardels 2-5 inclusive (herein collectivety refened lo as lhe'Moonee Hambls") are nol as
visualty sensitive being on lhe souihem side of the major easl wesl ridgeline and visually
separate from the existing Catherine Hill Bay village.

The panel consklers that residential developmenl b appropriale in the Moonee Hamlets and
the proposed concepl of "distinct hamlets set in a landscape setting" is appropriale. However
the Fanel is concemed that lhe proposed subdivision layout, as illustraled in the Projecl
Application for Hamlet 2, does not provide suflicienl deep soil area to accommodate
signifrcant landscape plantings as shown. The design of lhe Hamlets is predicated on the
ejtablishment of large trees at the fronl and rear ol dwellings (either wilhin albtments or ln
the road/laneway reserves) lo screen developrnenl and creale a sense o{ the development
in a bushland settlng. \Miie the Panel recognises the approprialeness of the proposed
Hamlet commons, pocket parks and bushland corridors separaling Hamlels in establishing
the characler of the Hamlets, internal planning within the Hamlets should be reviewed lo
ensure adequate deep soil areas to ensure than the proposed lrees will have adequale
space lo establish and grow to their full potential heighl. Thts will ensure that the objective ol
a development within a bushland setting will be realised.

3.1.6 Bushftre Rlsk and lmpact on Flora Conidors

Proposed Hamlets 6 and 7 are localed to the north of Monlefrore Street to lhe west of lhe
existing Catherine Hill Bay village in two discreet areas which are disturbed having
previously been used as coal storage areas.

\Mile the Panel does not ob.lect lo the developmenl of these areas for residential purposes it
is concerned that as currently proposed these afeas would nol comply with bushfire
requirements (as detailed in Planning for Bushlire Protection 2O06 prepared by the NSW
Rumt Fire Sarvl'ce) and would if developed as cunenlly proposed represenl a significanl risk
to both life and property. In particular the Panel is concemed thal lhe proposed Hamlets
have each been designed with only one road in and out with no conneclion between the two'
and do not include perimeler roads to acl as bushfrre assel proleclon zones and provide
access for fire fighting purposes Accordingly it is considered that Hamlets 6 and 7 should
be redesigned to ensure thal they are consislenl wrlh Ptanning for Bushfire Protection 2006
(NSW Rural Fire Service).

Concems harre been raised through public submissions and in lhe public hearings lhat
Hamlet 7 is bisected by a regional fauna corridor as identrfied in DEC Conservation
Assessment of South Wallarah Peninsula Lands. DECC has provided advice lhat havtng
considered the proposed Concept Plan it 'remains committed lo the lerms of lhe MOU" and
that "compensatory offsets for any potential impacts on flora and fauna have already been
identified and secured in principle through the MOU".

3.1.7 Adaptive Reuse of the Bin Building

The Panel notes that the Concept Plan ideniifies adaplive reuse of the Bin Building a3 part of
the proposed development however no detail of how the bin building is ptoposed to be
adaptively reused has been induded in the application.



It is the Panel's viant that adaptive reuse of the bin building would be very dfficuft to achieve
and unlikety to be viable. Accordingly it considers thai the building should be stabilised and
made safe with the lop to be used as a viewing platform potentially incorporating a low
intensity caf6lkiosk or the like only.

The Panel considers that no adaptive reuse of the Bin Building should be approved as part
ofthe sublecl concept plan and any such fulure proposal would be subject to a separate DA.
lf adaptive reuse is proposed al a laler date the Panel considers any such proposal should
not include refleclive glass, undue lighting or an expansion in the size of the building.

3 , 2  C a t h e r l n e  H l l l  B a y  R e c o m m o n d a t i o n s

Accordingty in relation to the Catherine Hill Bay componenl of the Concept Plan, the Panel
makes the following recommendations:

Rxommendation 1- Redesign of Hamlet 1

Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan Hamlet 1 should be redesigned in accdrdance with
the foltowing principles:

Coastat Walk
j

. All development (including proposed allotments) shall be setback a minimunt distance of
25m from the cliff edge (with the exception of development associated with the provision
of a public lookout and associated small scale caf€ / kiosk on top of the existing Bin
Building). lf a greater setback is required for cliff stability reasons then this shall be
accommodaled in the revised design.

The inlent of this setback is to provide an adequate width for the proposed coastal walk
along the clifi top in addilion to a cliff stability/recession zone.

For the purpose of idedirying the 25m setback requirement the Panel recomthends that
the "clitf edge" is defined as the line that represents the point where lhe land at the cliff
edge has a slope ol 1 in 4.78 or 20.9% (refer Figure 1 in main body of report).

Develqpment

. Oevelopment in Hamlet 1 shall be:

> Where residential, detached dwellings only of not more than 1 storey in height with
a maximum ridge height of 5m above existing ground level or finished ground level
whichever is lower;

maximum building footprint ol 40o/o of sile area and a minimum of 50% sofl
landscaped area.

) For each proposed residential lot, an appropriate footprint for a dwelling shall be
identifred thai (1) minimizes the visibility of the dwelling when viewed from
Gatherine Hill Bay Mllage and Middle Camp Beach and (2) retains and preserves
existing significant trees (to be identified) on sile.

> Dwellings which adjoin the Coastal Walk (as or.rtlined above) shall be setback from
the alloiment Uoundary that adjoins the Coastal Walk a minimum distance of 15m
to provide adequate visual separation between the public domain and private
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dwellings. Landscaping and ancillary structures may be located within this
setback.

ridge height of 5m above existing ground level or finished ground level whichever
is lower.

R*ommendation 2- Publlc Access

Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan as it relates to Catherine Hill Bay provision shall be
made for a new access road lo Moonee Beach through the subjecl land which should form a
perirneter road to the proposed nau Moonee Hamlets with provision for on slreet parking on
at least one side in addition to the provision of a public parking area within the subject
development area lo provide publb access to Moonee Beach. The location of the proposed
road should avoid impacl on the SEPP 14 wetland identified in the southem part of the site.

The required new perimeter road and at least one north south running spine road within the
development, are to be public roads designed to Council specafications lo ensure public
access.

Recommendation 3 - Retail and commerclal tloor spece

Pnor to the approval of the Concept Plan as it relates to Catherine Hill Bay the maximum
floor space of the proposed retail and commercial development within the development shall
be reduced to a maximum of 750m2 lo ensure that it wili service ihe daily convenience needs
of the proposed new community only and not acl as destination retailing in its own right.

Rqommendatlon 1- Landscaplng ln Hamtets 2-5

Prior to the approval of lhe Concept Plan as it relates to Catherine Hill Bay the intemal
planning within Hamlets 2 - 5 inclusive shall be reviewed to identify adequate deep soil
areas to ensure than the proposed trees will have adequate space to establish and grow to
their full potential height and thereby create a sense of a development within a bushland
setting.

Recommendation 5- Bin Building

The Concept Plan as it relates to Catherine Hill Bay be modified to require that the Bin
Building be stabilized and made safe with the top to be reused as a public lookout
incorporating a low inlensity caf€/kiosk or the like only.

The Concept Plan approval when issued is to clearly stale that no adaptive reuse of the Bin
Buitding is approved as part of the Concept Plan approval and that any such future proposal
would require a separate development application.

A further advisory nole should be included that stetes that if adaptive reuse is poposed in
the future any such proposal should not include refleclive glass, undue lighting or an
expansion in the size o{ the building.

Recommendation 6 - Hamlets 6 and 7
Prior to the approval of the Concept Plan Hamlets 6 and 7 shall be redesigned in
accordance wrlh Planning for Bushfirc Prctection 2006 (NSW Rural Fire Service).
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Recommendadon 7 - P,o|ect Applicattons

The Panel recommends that the Minister defer consideration of tfre submitted proiect
application for Hamlet 1 until such time as it has been resubmitled consistent wilh the above
recommendalions and the Panel has orovided lhe Minister with its comrnants on lhe revised
project application.

The Panel rcc-ommends that lhe Ministel defsr consklerafion of the submitted project
applications for Hamlets 2 and the Civil and Sile Works for Catherine Hill Bay untit such tirne
as they have been resubmitted in a form consistenl with an arnended Concept Plan which
addresses the above recommendations. Further the Panel considers that once these project
applicalions have been resubmitled consistenl with a revised Concept Plan, consistent with
the above recommendations, the Minisler should approve these project applications.

3 . 3  G w a n d a l a n  l s s u e s

The revised exhibited Concept Plan (August 2007) as it applied to lhe Gwandalan site was
inconsistent with the Panel's Planning Principles issued as part of its Interim Report. \Mile
the Panel recognised thal the proposed design may have responded to the target housing
market in terms of providing affordable land for residential development it considered thal
the proposed subdivision could address affordability issues while at the same time providing
a high quality design response. Specific concems related to:

1. Bushfire risk - specifically the allotments adjacent to the Department of Sport and
Recreation land to the north; 

i 
,

2. Subdivision design - did not respond to the site attributes including topography, drainage
lines, existing mature trees, wildlife corridors / areas of threalened species etc.; and

3. Open space - is inadequale and proposed community parkland/open space corridor
which runs north south in the cenlre of the site unusable and potential a safety risk

The Panel took the view that the inadequacies evident in the Gulandalen proposal could
readily be addressed by redesign therefore it held a number of meetings wilh the applicant to
explain its concems. The applicant indicated a willlngness to redesign the proposal having
regard to maiters raised by the Panel. On 7 December 2007 a prefened project report
(Concepi Plan dated December 2007) was submitted to the Department of Planning
specifically including amendments to lhe proposed development of Gwandatan in
accordance with the Panel's recommendations and discussions with the applicant.

The amended design for the Gwandalan
following improvemenls;

component of the concept plan includes the

r A revised design which takes accounl of site conditions and constraints including
retention of signilicant lree clumps in two newly proposed open space areas to be
dedicated as community parkland / open space including children's pay equipment
and a road layout that follows the topography;

r A hierarchy of streets including a bus route and inlemal streets wfrich are approptiate
to their use with the primary through route being designed as a 'green link'
connecting the two open space areas. The proposed'green link' is to be 22mwide
to allow for substantial planting / retention ol existing trees in the road reserve;

' Reduction in the number of allotments trom 214 to 187 allotments;
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Reduc{ion in the number of allotments with direct access from Kanangra Drive from 6
to 2:

Provision of native landscape buffers to Kanangra Drive, Gwandalan Public School
and Point Wolsloncraft Sport and Recreation Camp;

Through provision of open space area in the south eastem comer of the site
retention of fauna habitat corridors connecting Gwandalan Public School Nature Area
with Point Wolstoncraft to the north east. This open space area will also provide for
the retention ol a natural drainage line that traverses the site in this location;

The Panel Bupports the revis€d design and considers that it is appropriate br approval
subject lo all other technical matters being addressed. In this regard the Panel recommends
that the particular attention be paid to ensure that lhe allotments abutting the norlhem site
boundary which adjoins the Point Wolstoncraft Recreation Camp should be reviewed to
ensure compliance with Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006 (NSW Rural Fire Service).

3 . 4  G w a n d a l a n  R e c o m m e n d a t l o n

The Panel recommends that the Minisler approve the Concept Plan as amended by the
Preferred Project Report dated December 2007 in respect of the proposed Gwandalan
development.

ll is noted ihat the Proiect Application submitted for Gwandalan has not yet b€en amended
to be consistenl with the revised subdivision layout therefore the Panel recommends that,
when submitted, the Minister approve the Project Application for Gwandalan where it is
consistent with the Prefened Project Report (Concept Plan dated December 2007).

4 .  c o N c L U s t o N

Having regard to the above the Panel has concluded thai the Concept Plan (December
2007) should be revised in accordance with the recommendations outlined herein prior to il
being approved by the Minisler in respecl of lhe Catherine Hill Bay development proposal.
However the Panel is of the view that the concept Plan as it relales to Gwandalan is
appropriate and can be approved.

As detailed in this repfi, four (4) Project Applications have been submitted by the applicant
concurrent with the Concept Plan. Three of these relate to Catherine Hill Bay and cannot be
determined until such iime as the Concept Plan itself is amended in accordance with the
Panel's recomrnendations and subsequenily approved.

The Panel is of the vielv that only the Project Application for Hamlet 1, Cathorine Hill Bay,
requires further consideration by the Panel as substantial changes will be required in thii
area. lt is further of the view that Project Applications for Hamlet 2 and the pioposed Civil
and Site Works can be approved by the Minisier once submitted in a form consistenl with the
above recommendations.

The fourth Project Application submitted relates to Gwandalan however has not yet been
updated in accordance wilh the Preferred Pro1ecl Report (Concept Plan dated December
2007)' Accordingly the apptication similarly cinnot be determined at this time however il is
the Panel's view that this application can be approved by the Minisler once submittedconsistent with the Concept plan dated December 2007.

E
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3.

4.

5 .  n e c o r r i l E t { D A T l o N

It is recommended that the Mlnlslen i

1. Note the Panel's final report and direcl the applicant to amend the current Concept Plan
as il relates to Catherine Hitl Bay to ihe Minister's satisfaction consislent with the
recommendations outlined a! section 3.2 above prior to granting approval.

2. Approve the Concept Plan as it relates to Gwandalan at detailed in the prefened project
reportdated December 2007. 

i
Defer consideration of the submitted project applicatinn for Hamlel 1 until sucfr lime as it
has been resubmitted c-nsistent with the above recommendations and lhe Panel has
provided the Minister with its comments on the revised projecl application.

Defer considenaton of the submitted t'roject applicalions for Hamlets 2 and ttrA CMI and
Site Works for Catherine Hill Bay until such lime as they have been resubmitted in a
form consistent with an amended Conceot Plan which addresses the above
recommendalions. Further the Panel considers that once these project applications
have been resubmitted consistenl wilh a revised Concept Plan, consistent with the
above recommendations, the Minister should approve these applications.

Approve, when submitted, a revised Prqect Application for Gwandalan where it is
consistent wilh the Prefened Project Report (Concept Plan daled December 2007).

Gabrielle Kibble
Chair

18 December 2007

1

Mike Collins Andrew Andersons
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ATTACHTE}IT 1

KEY PLANNING PRINCIPI.-ES

C n r x E R r N E  H r t - l  B n v

1. Any developmenl should comply with lhe principlee and Inlent contained in the
NSWGovernmenl's Coastal Policy (1997) and the Coaslal Des(;n Guldelines for
NSW (2003) particularly section 1.6 New Coastal Setlkernenls: Villages and
Hamlets.

2. Any danelopment within Calherine Hill Bay should not prejudice the scenic,
a€sthetic and cultural heritage qualities of the area. In this regard the Panel
considers thal lhe aeslhetic and cultural herilage qualities of the exi$ing village and
its landscape setling are of excepiional significance and should be prolecled.

3. The Panel considers that the area covered by the Concept Plan al Catheine Hilt
Bay falls into lhree distinct precincts:

(D Precincl 1 - tbe area north of lhe ridgeline including:

a) the existing eslablished village and surrounding visual calchrn€nt and

b) areas oulside the existing village's visual catchrnent, including denuded
areas and use9struc'lures associated with former mining activilies.

(ii) Precinct 2 - the area south of the ridgeline in lhe vicinity of Moonee Beach;
and

(tii) Precinct 3 - the two areas to the north of Monlefiore Streel and wesl of lhe
existing village.

4 Development should not inlrude into the visual calchmenl of the exisling Calherine
Hill Bay village.

5. There is potential for residential developmenl within Precincl 2 but any such
development should be designed having regard to a classic McHarg landscape
design analysis ol the site and should include lhe following considerations.

(i) the environmental attributes of lhe area and sensilive view sheds incltding
views from the beach and Montefiore Streel; and

(ii) the surrounding contexl including bushland and lhe consewalion area.

ln particular the development design should:
(iii) be low in scale and impact and be neslled within a landscaped setling with

significanl tree retention;

(iv) be sensitively sited and not located on headlands, ridgelines or dunes:

(v) be sufficiently setback from the Moonee Eeach lo provide vtsual separalion
from the beach,

(vi) provide for public access to Moonee Beach including the provision of discreel
public parking areas in localions adjacent to walking paths which provile
access to the beach:

(vii) provide a public road adjacenl to the beachfronl reservo and othel inlerfaces
between the development and the surrounding bushland; and

(viii) identify individual lots, building footprints, maximum building heights cilc. lo
ensure an appropriate characle(s) for any development and provide lot a
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I

design detail and apprwal process for a[ drvelllngs to ensure tre propos€d
designs have regard to lhe sensilive coaslal location.

New development to the north of the ridgeline, where appropriate. should be
separated from the existing Cathenne Hill Bay Village and shall nol be contiguors
so as the preserve the integrity and setting of the existing village. 

I

The development should incorporale provision for pedeslrian and cycle paths along
the coastline connecling the developnnnl with Catherine Hill Bay, Middle Camp to
the north and Moonee beach lo the south. 

I
No objection is raised to the development of Precincl 3 subject to developmenl
satisffing technical requiremenls in relation to matters such as ernergency acoass
and bushfire hazard, sensitively sel within the landscape and have minimal visual
imoact on the aesthetic values of the area. 

I
Comrnercial development within the area should provide onty for lhe daity
convenience needs of the community and should be located so as to be convenienl
but not obtrusive or impacl on lhe scenic or herilage qualities of the area (in
parlicular not be localed on the ridge). The Panel is also of the view lhat
convenience shopping facilities (general store or the like) in the locality should be
spread between Middle Camp, the existing village of Catherine Hill Bay (eilher in
close proximity to the beach or adjaceni to the existing Hotel) and the proposed
developrnent precinct to the soulh ol lhe ridgeline. Any such developmenl should
not impact on the viability of existing commercial developments in lhe localily.

Substantial reservations are held regarding lhe provision of new hotel and/or lourisl
accommodation within the area and it is preferable that tourisl accommodalion be
limited to holiday rentals ol the exisling and proposed dwellings.

I

The proposed location of the new Rural Fire Service Headquarlers and Emergency
Response Centre is unacceptable and should be reconsidered, as it is an
inappropriate gateway/entry to the area.

12. Further consideration should be given to the adaptive reuse of the'Bin AuikJing"
and in particular opportunilies should be explored lo interpret the building while at
the same tirne ensuring the safety of the public.

13. Development with the area identified by the Proponent as the Village Centre
Hamlet", with the exception of the local neighbourhood shops, shall be detached'
single storey residential developmenl that is low in scale and sel within the
landscape. Further it shall be sel back from edge of the escarpmenl and not
protrude above the ridgeline.

G w n T D A L A N

14. The Panet considers that the Gwandalan proposal should be refined so lhat:

It proposes a subdivision (and rezoning) of the whole sile including aress
currently identiiied as Stages 1 and 2, or

It proposes a subdivision (and rezoning) of the area refened to as Slage 1
only with the area currently referred to as Slage 2 nol being subject to the
application and therefore nol rezoned,

o _

7,

8.

9.

10.

1 1 .

( i)
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tt is considered that this is appropriate as the Panel cunently has no
information on the timing or layout of any future development on the Stage 2
part of the site and is therefore not able to assess the merits of rezoning the
land at this point in tirne.

15. The proposed Stage 1 suMivision should be redesigned in accordance with cunent
best practice urban design principles to take account of the site's environmental and
ecological attribules including (but not limited to):

(i) existing watercourses and drainage;

(ii) integration with surrounding areas;

(iii) localion and retention of significant trees,

(iv) occurrence of any endangered species:

(v) proper road design and layout; and

(vi) the provision of public access to the walerfronl.

O T H E R  R E L A T E D  M A T T E R S

16. While not part of the cunent concept plan or site, the Panel is strongty of the vierl
that the Jetty has the potential to rein{orce the cultural heritage significance of
Cathenne Hill Bay and attempls should be made to ensure that it is retained. lt is
the Panel's viar that any devdopment should canvass options for the potential
reuse of the sheds on the Jetty for some form of adaptive reuse (eg. backpackefs
accommodation or the like).
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ATTACHIIENT 2

EXTRACT FROM

coAsTAL DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR NSW (2003)

"areas adjoining...,. the coastal edge are managed to reduce land use impaCts through
setbacks that also supports the protection of properties from erosion, protection of
sensitive ecologies, provision of public access along the foreshore and lo natural areas,
provision of visual amenity along the foreshore, protection of properties frorn the effects
of sea-level rise, improvement of water quality;

setbacks should also address coastal erosion hazards such as slorm surge events and
river flooding, long-term shoreline recession and sea level rise, cliff relreat and
cataslrophiJcollapse, and drift hazard, entrance stability, esluarine erosion and changed
in tidal cunent position; 

I
Setbacks are designed to protect ecbsystems and reserves covered under SEPP 14
wetlands, SEPP 26 littoral rainforest, SEPP 53 koala habitat as well as sall marsh and
rnngrove communilies, riparian vegetation, frontal dunes and headlands, nalional
parks, protected areas and reserves;

for new developments the foreshore setbacks should be a least 50m wide as a
precautionary measure where possible; L
Setbacks may need to be marked and their vegetalion preserved, Setbacks should
where possibie be increased to 100m or more where they are adjacent to ecologically
sensitive areas or in situations where the coastsl erosion hazard requires greater
dislances;

Sel new development back ftom the foreshore edges of lhe ocean, lakes and other
wateMays tO protegt visual amenity and create opporlunities for public access;

etc"
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