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I���� 13.09 

Subject: LIVEABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS - EAST PORT: SUBMISSIONS 
REPORT AND DRAFT LEP (AMENDMENT 33) AND DCP FOR 
CONSIDERATION 

P��	�
��� �
� Development & Environment Services, Matt Rogers 

Alignment with Delivery Program

5.4.2  Review planning instruments and strategies to ensure currency and facilitate 
sustainable development outcomes whilst acknowledging the impact on community 
affordability. 
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That Council:
1� Note the submissions received during the exhibition of the proposed 

changes to the local environmental plan resulting from the Liveable 
Neighbourhoods East Port urban regeneration framework. 

2� Endorse the attached planning proposal revised in response to issues 
raised in submissions. 
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required. 
4� On receiving the above advice or a revised Gateway determination, 
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5� Endorse the attached draft development control pl�
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7� Write to all persons who made a submission thanking them for their 

contribution and advising them of the further public exhibition. 
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9� Receive a further report on the results of the public exhibition of the 
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Executive Summary 
 
The Liveable Neighbourhoods project is the work Council is doing to achieve the 
urban consolidation outcomes identified in the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 
and Council’s Urban Growth Management Strategy.  
 
On 18 February 2015, Council resolved to publicly exhibit a planning proposal 
outlining potential changes to the local environmental plan maps resulting from the 
endorsed East Port Neighbourhood: Liveable Neighbourhoods urban regeneration 
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Hill neighbourhood as part of the planning proposal process. 
 
The planning proposal was publicly exhibited from 24 April to 25 May 2015. Copies of 
the documents were made available for viewing and download from Council’s PMHC 
Listening website. Hard copies were made available for viewing at the Port 
Macquarie Council office.  Fourteen submissions were received. 
 
Twelve submissions related to the specific issue of building height and density at 
Windmill Hill. Concerns expressed on this issue included: 

T>, G?B<*@ ?+H*:= .f 8,G,@.H+,0= .0 D?08+?@@ J?@@K * H).+?0,0= G?B<*@ f,*=<),

from many locations in East Port and also from North Shore. 

T>, H.=,0=?*@ f.) =*@@,) L<?@8?0CB =. L@.:/ .) L, .G,)L,*)?0C .0 =>, :.*B=*@

views from Pacific Drive to the north. 
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Crescent. 
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development. 
 
Two other submissions related to proposed changes in Golf Street and Home Street. 
 
Changes to the planning proposal have been made in response to a number of these 
concerns, predominantly related to building height and corresponding floor space 
ratio. The changes represent a balanced approach to development in the area. The 
proposed heights and densities meet the objectives of Council’s Liveable 
Neighbourhoods project by encouraging higher density living and are tempered by 
community views expressed through the community engagement activities. 
 
A complementary and supporting suite of development control plan provisions have 
also been prepared and recommended for public exhibition. 
 
It is recommended that Council approve the revised planning proposal and draft 
development control plan provisions and exhibit the changes concurrently. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Liveable Neighbourhoods project is the work Council is doing to achieve the 
urban consolidation outcomes identified in the Mid North Coast Regional Strategy 
and Council’s Urban Growth Management Strategy. 
 
At its meeting of 18 February 2015, Council resolved as follows: 
 

That Council: 
1. Note the submissions received during the exhibition of the East Port 

Neighbourhood: Liveable Neighbourhoods urban regeneration framework. 
2. Endorse the East Port Neighbourhood: Liveable Neighbourhoods urban 

regeneration framework as amended following exhibition. 
3. Forward the attached planning proposal, which is based on the Liveable 

Neighbourhoods framework, to the Department of Planning and Environment 
for a Gateway Determination, and exhibit the proposal in accordance with the 
determination. 
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[\ Request the Director General of the Department of Planning and Environment 
issue a written authorisation to Council to exercise delegation of the plan 
making functions under section 59 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. 

5. Carry out further detailed consideration of height limits in the Windmill Hill 
neighbourhood as part of the planning proposal process. 

CARRIED:   8/0 
FOR: Cusato, Griffiths, Hawkins, Intemann, Levido, Roberts, Sargeant and 

Turner 
AGAINST:  Nil 

 
Gateway Determination and delegation 
On 20 March 2015, staff sent the planning proposal to the North Coast Regional 
Office of the Department of Planning and Environment (the Department) requesting a 
Gateway Determination and delegation of plan making functions for the proposed 
Amendment 33 to the Port Macquarie-Hastings Local Environmental Plan 
2011(LEP). 
 
On 9 April 2015, staff received the Gateway Determination and written authorisation 
to exercise plan making delegation from the Department and is included in the 
revised planning proposal (Attachment 1). 
 
Public exhibition 
The planning proposal and associated supporting information were publicly exhibited 
from 24 April to 25 May 2015 (32 days). The community engagement activities, 
submissions made and proposed responses are detailed later in the Community 
Engagement section of this report. 
 
Further consideration of Windmill Hill building height limits 
Targeted community engagement in relation to the issue of an appropriate building 
height at the eastern end of Burrawan Street, Windmill Street and on Pacific Drive 
either side of Windmill Street was carried out during the public exhibition period and 
is described later in the Community Engagement section of this report.  
 
Feedback received during the public exhibition period helped staff to identify local 
community preferences which range from maintenance of the current single storey 
dwelling heights at the east of Burrawan Street, through to full development of the 
area to six storeys. The predominant community preference was for an intermediate 
limit of around four to five storeys. Concerns expressed on this issue included: 

]^_ `abcde aghdij kl m_`_ekhg_nj kn oanmgaee qaeer d hskgan_nj `abcde l_djcs_

from many locations in East Port and also from North Shore. 

]^_ hkj_njade lks jdee_s buildings to block or be overbearing on the coastal 
views from Pacific Drive to the north. 

tcaemanub v_anu k`_sv_dsanu kn dmwdi_nj kh_n bhdi_x 

]^_ hkj_njade lks k`_sb^dmkyanu kn eky_s ezanu ednm jk j^_ y_bj dskcnm {|e_z

Crescent. 

]^_ hkj_njade lks lcture development to block views from existing 
development. 

 
Other issues of concern raised included: 

}danjdananu iknbabj_nj lsknj b_jvdi~b kn tcssdydn �jx 
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development. 

������� ����� from Pacific Drive reverberating off buildings along Windmill 
Street. 

��� ������� ��� ������� ��� ����� �� ���� ��� ������������ ���� ��� ��������

Town Beach DCP 46 building height controls. This matter is discussed in 
detail further below. 

 
On review of the visual impact of building height in the Windmill Hill area, staff 
recommend the following building heights. 

� �� ���� ¡������� ������ �� ¢£¤¥ ������ ¦�¡��� ���� �������§ ����� ���

eastern end of Burrawan Street through to Pacific Drive and the northern side 
of Windmill Street. This represents an increase of 3 metres on current 
controls for 6 properties (2 to 10 Burrawan Street and 5 Pacific Drive).  

� �� ���� ¡������� ������ �� ¢¢¤¥ ������ ¦�¡��� ����� �������§ �� ��������

Street. This represents a decrease of 3 metres on current controls for two 
properties (rear of 2 and 4 Burrawan Street) with no change on the remaining 
nine properties in the street. 

� �� ���� ¡������� ������ �� ¢¨¤¥ ������ ¦�¡��� ¥ �������§ �� ������� ©����

South of Windmill Street. This represents a decrease of 1.5 metres for 7 and 
9 Pacific Drive. 

 
The changes represent a balanced approach to building height in this visually 
sensitive and important area. The above heights meet the objectives of Council’s 
Liveable Neighbourhoods project by encouraging higher density living and are 
tempered by community views expressed through the community engagement 
activities. The revised height on 7 and 9 Pacific Drive is considered sufficient to 
address overshadowing to the west and has been tested using 3D models.  
 
The issue of view impact on existing dwellings has not been specifically addressed. 
While the proposed height reductions on Windmill Street and Pacific Drive will reduce 
the visual impact on neighbouring properties when compared to potential impacts at 
current allowable height limits, it will not protect the views currently enjoyed by 
properties within the existing three storey height areas given the existing low rise 
development on Pacific Drive. Such protection would require a significant reduction 
of building height and subsequent development potential, contrary to the objectives 
of the Liveable Neighbourhoods project. However, the sharing of these views is a 
matter that can be considered during assessment of individual development 
applications. 
 
Council’s transport planner was consulted on the issue of traffic impacts from density 
and advised the likely additional dwellings resulting from the changes would not 
create any traffic issues. 
 
In response to the other concerns listed above, staff recommend the following 
miscellaneous planning controls to be included in Council’s Development Control 
Plan (Attachment 2). 

� ��  ����� ���¡��ª ������� ��� ¥« ¨ ��� ¬ ������� ©����¤ ���� ����­ 

o reduce the impact from overbearing development on the adjacent 

open space 

o reduce the impact of development on the coastal views to the north. 
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Street, and for 5, 7 and 9 Pacific Drive to: 

o reduce the visual impact of the building by breaking up the building 

shape 

o reduce the impact from overbearing development on adjacent open 

space by presenting a lower building facade to the street. 

ËºÀÌ·Çµ ¿ ´µ¶·¸´µ¹µº» Í¼´ ¿Ã¿´»¹µº» ÇµÎµÌ¼Ã¹µº» ¾µ»Åµµº Ê·´´¿Å¿º Ï»´µµ»

and Windmill Street, and the remainder of Windmill Street properties to use 
communal bulk waste facilities regardless of the number of dwelling units to 
reduce the impact from waste servicing on Windmill Street.  

ËºÀÌ·Çµ ¿ ´µ¶·¸´µ¹µº» Í¼´ ÇµÎµÌ¼Ã¹µº» ¾µ»Åµµº Ê·´´¿Å¿º Ï»´eet and 
Windmill Street to address Burrawan Street. This would reduce the number of 
buildings on Windmill Street that might echo noise from Pacific Drive. 

 
Council should also note that design of apartment buildings is largely subject to 
assessment against the State Government’s Apartment Design Guide as required by 
State Environmental Planning Policy No.65-Design Quality of Residential Apartment 
Development. The Guide was recently reviewed and updated and contains many 
design criteria that facilitate good development outcomes.  
 
Also during the exhibition, the heritage importance of Windmill Hill was raised, 
including identification of a heritage marker in the verge in front of 2 Burrawan Street 
and a question around its potential significance. Council’s Heritage officer and 
Heritage Architect advised the marker is a remnant of an earlier community led 
initiative that is no longer supported and may be removed if necessary. The heritage 
values of the area are sufficiently reflected in Council’s design and development of 
the Windmill Hill Park, including interpretive sculpture and signage. 
 
Golf Street 
A submission was received from a resident and landowner in Golf Street expressing 
concern at potential impacts from higher density development on the local amenity, 
car parking and traffic. The exhibited proposal showed the proposed 17.5 metre 
height along Lord Street extending across to Golf Street’s western frontage.  
 
On review, staff agree with the concern. The depth of the residential lots on Golf 
Street would make it difficult to achieve a reasonable density outcome. Increased 
density is likely to exacerbate existing parking issues in the narrow street. It is 
proposed to leave the height of residential properties on Golf Street at the current 
11.5 metres (about 3 storeys) and reduce the floor space ratio to 1.0:1 consistent 
with other areas of similar potential. 
 
Home Street 
A submission was received from a resident and landowner in Home Street seeking to 
include 67 Home Street in the B4 Mixed Use Zone associated with Lord Street. While 
an increase in maximum building height is proposed for this property, no change is 
proposed to the current R1 General Residential Zone. Changing the zone as 
requested would be contrary to other zone changes proposed to reinforce Lord Street 
as a mixed use corridor, for example changing the zone of the properties opposite 67 
Home Street from B4 Mixed Use to R1 General Residential Zone. No change is 
proposed as a result of this submission. 
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During public exhibition, Windmill Hill landowners and residents Mr and Mrs 
Hazenveld, expressed concern regarding the building height limits shown in the 
current LEP. They claim the maximum building height of four storeys along Burrawan 
Street was reduced to three storeys without explanation or consultation when the 
plan was introduced in 2011. As a result, the landowners claim the public exhibition 
information showing three storeys as the ‘as-is’ scenario was incorrect.  
 
On investigation, the change took place with the introduction of the standardised 
local environmental plan. The State Government introduced a standard template for 
local environmental plans in 2006 which included a universal way of dealing with 
development standards. Prior to this, certain development standards, such as 
building heights and floor space ratio, were contained in Council’s various 
development control plans.  
  
Council prepared a new plan in accordance with the standard template, transferring 
the development standards broadly like-for-like as far as practicable and with a view 
to simplifying the LEP maps. A key difference between the controls however, was 
that building heights were previously measured in number of storeys, whereas the 
standard template used height in metres above ground level.  
 
A formula was used as a starting point for the conversion. The resultant height was 
then matched to the closest fit under the standard template height categories. The 
numerous height limits from various DCPs were then aggregated into fewer, common 
building heights in metres. These heights where then mapped with changes in height 
shown at the lot boundaries rather than partially across lots.  
 
While fine grain detail was lost in the process, the approach provides a clearer, more 
consistent outcome. The following figure shows a comparison of building heights for 
a section of Town Beach East. The image on the left shows five different heights 
from the DCP, whereas the image on the right shows the two height categories in the 
LEP. 
 

 
 
The following table shows DCP heights, the calculated height in metres, the closest 
equivalent under the standard instrument template, the height adopted with the 2011 
LEP and the proposed height with this amendment. 
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translation 
ìñåôïôè

Standard 
Instrument  
equivalent 

äõí ö÷øø  íùåúåôïó

with this 
amendment 

øö-36 
Burrawan 
Street 

û ôèåùïüô øýþû ÿ øýþû ÿ 
 

ø1 ÿ  ø1 ÿ 

ö-10 
Burrawan 
Street

4 ôèåùïüô

with upper 
storey 
setback 3m 
from front 

ø4þû ÿ ø4þû ÿ øø ÿ ø4þû ÿ 
(upper 
setback to 
be 
controlled 
through 
DCP) 

Wéêóÿéññ

Street (rear 
of 2 and 4 
Burrawan 
Street) 

3 ôèåùïüô øøþû ÿ øø ÿ ø4þû ÿ øø ÿ 

û íçæé5éæ

Drive
4 ôèåùïüô

with upper 
storey 
setback 3m 
from front 

ø4þû ÿ ø4þû ÿ øø ÿ ø4þû ÿ 
(upper 
setback to 
be 
controlled 
through 
DCP) 

ý çêó 1

Pacific Drive 
û ôèåùïüô  
 

øýþû ÿ øýþû ÿ ø1 ÿ øýþû ÿ 

The draft LEP maps containing the error were publicly exhibited in accordance with 
the legislated requirements in 2010 and over 100 submissions were received. 
However, no submissions on this discrepancy were made and the error was not 
discovered until questioned by Mr and Mrs Hazenveld. 
 
On review of the facts, staff agree with Mr and Mrs Hazenveld’s claims. It appears 
that either the DCP map colours, or the legend, or both, were misinterpreted when 
transferring building height controls into the new LEP.  
 
Note that the intermediate building heights recommended following further 
community engagement are broadly consistent with the building heights if they were 
to be returned to pre-2011 LEP limits. Regardless of Council’s determination on the 
draft controls, staff recommend a further public exhibition to ensure the community is 
aware of the error and the steps Council has taken to rectify the matter. Staff will also 
write to Mr and Mrs Hazenveld explaining the situation. 
 
A revised planning proposal reflecting the changes described above is attached. 
Draft development control plan provisions responding to the various miscellaneous 
design concerns are also attached. 
  



A����A ORDINARY COUNCIL 

 19/08/2015 

Item 13.09 

Page 143 
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Council is the ‘relevant planning authority’ under the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (the Act) with regard to making local environmental plans and 
development control plans. 
 
In accordance with the Act, Council may, at any time, vary the planning proposal as a 
consequence of its consideration of any submission or report during community 
consultation or for any other reason. 
 
After considering the submissions summarised later in this report and attached, 
Council may: 

1. Approve the planning proposal as exhibited, or 
2. Approve the planning proposal with such alterations as Council thinks fit, or 
3. Decide not to proceed further. 

 
For the reasons described earlier in this report, staff recommend that Council 
approves the revised planning proposal. The benefits of this option include: 

I
��


����� � ����
 �� �������� �����ols that have taken into consideration a 
range of community views. 

F��������� � !"���#$  %&����'�  ( ��)��'�"* !+%�" � "$ ��,��� " �+ !", �)� - +�

Macquarie CBD. 

R
����������� �� �� 
����
� 
������ 
����. 
 
The risks of not approving the revised planning proposal include: 

T/
 ����
 �� ��

����0 ����
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� 6���7��� /
��/� �
����� �� 8��7
��� 9���

and in Golf Street will not be addressed. 

:�)��'�;�"�  ( � !"���#$  %&����'�  ( !+%�" � "$ ��,��� " <��� %� +�,!��,= 

T/
 
����
� 
������ 
���� >��� ��� be rectified. 
 
Draft development control plan provisions supporting the above changes are 
attached. Approval is also sought from Council to publicly exhibit them concurrently 
with the revised planning proposal as recommended above. 
 
Should Council decide to proceed with the revised planning proposal and draft 
development control plan as recommended, staff will carry out the following tasks. 

S
�7 �/
 �
2��
7 �������� �������� �� �/
 ?
����

�� �� @������� ��7

Environment to see if a revised Gateway Determination is required. 

BCDE G HEJKLCJE MHLN PQE UEKGHPNECP VJ HEDEVXEYZ K[\]VD]^ E_QV\VP PQE HEXVJEY

planning proposal and draft development control plan provisions for a period 
of not less than 28 days and in accordance with State and Council community 
consultation requirements. 

`HEJECP G M[HPQEH HEKLHP PL aL[CDV] LC PQE HEJ[]PJ LM PQE K[\]VD E_QV\VPVLCb  
 
Community Engagement & Internal Consultation 
 
Community engagement for the Liveable Neighbourhoods project has been ongoing 
since 2012 and has included: 

c DLNN[CVP^ HEMEHECDE dHL[K PL KHLXVYE MEEY\GDe LC J[DDEJJVXE YHGMP

recommendations during 2012 and 2013. 

fCMLHNGPVLC NGYE GXGV]G\]E LC PQE `gha iVJPECVCd jE\JVPEb 
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Port in late 2014. 
 
At its meeting of February 2015, Council considered submissions made on the draft 
urban design report and recommendations for changes to the local environmental 
plan. Further community engagement as part of this process has been completed as 
described below. 
 
On 23 April 2015, about 500 letters were sent to landowners in the East Port area 
advising them of the exhibition and inviting their comments. About 50 of these letters 
were written specifically for landowners in the Windmill Hill area advising them of 
Council’s desire to further investigate height limits in the area.  
 
On 24 April 2015, a public notice was published as part of the ‘Council Matters’ page 
in the Port Macquarie News and on Council’s website, advertising the public 
exhibition and inviting public comments. The website attracted 229 unique visitors 
with 153 people downloading information.  
 
The planning proposal was publicly exhibited from 24 April to 25 May 2015. Copies of 
the documents were made available for viewing and download from Council’s PMHC 
Listening website. Hard copies were made available for viewing at the Port 
Macquarie Council office. About 20 counter, phone or email enquiries were received. 
 
On 7 May 2015, flyers advising of the public exhibition were delivered to all 
letterboxes in the Windmill Hill area. 
 
On Saturday 16 May 2015, a ‘meet the planner’ session was held at the public 
recreation area on Windmill Hill. About 20 residents attended the session. 
 
Fourteen formal submissions were made, summarised in the table below and 
attached in full: 
 

��������� ���� ����� ������� ���������

submissions attached) 

�� �z�u� �st~q

��vvz�{rxtv ��

�{x rz ursr ¡su|�uty {xuy{v q�

}~q}x~vux� �z�uty ¢z�u�u� �~u�x zv v{x

xt� q� £ut�ru|| ¤v~xxv �{qs|� ¡x

reduced to three storeys. 

�{x rz ursr ¡su|�uty {xuy{v �q~

properties on the eastern end of 
Burrawan Street should stay at 3 
storeys. 

pqt�x~tx� z¡qsv ut�~xz�x�

density’s: 

o �u�sz| ur}z�v� �~qr v{x tq~v{ 

¥ traffic impacts, including 

waste collection services 
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¶·¸¹º¸»¼ ½¾¸¼½¿À ¸» Á¸»ºÂ¸¹¹ Ã¿Ä¾¾¿ ÅÄ¾ ÆÄÇÆÇÀ¾º ¿Ç È¾ Ä¾º·É¾º

ÊÄÇÂ ËÌÍÎ Â¾¿Ä¾À ºÇÏ» ¿Ç ËËÍÎ Â¾¿Ä¾ÀÍ Ð» ËËÍÎ Â¾¿Ä¾ Ñ¿½Ä¾¾

À¿ÇÄ¾ÒÓ ½¾¸¼½¿ ¹¸Â¸¿ Ç» ¶·ÄÄÅÏÅ» Ã¿Ä¾¾¿ Å»º ÔÅÉ¸Ê¸É ÕÄ¸Ö¾ ÏÇ·¹º

×ØÙÚÛØ ÜÝØ ÙØÞß×ØÙ ØààØÛÜ áà Û×ØâÜßãä â åæâ×ç ØÙäØè âÞ æ×áæáÞØÙ ßã

¿½¾ ¾»ºÇÄÀ¾º Ã¿Ä·É¿·Ä¾ Ô¹Å»Í Ð ÀÂÅ¹¹ ¸»ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾ ¿Ç ÊÇ·Ä À¿ÇÄ¾ÒÀ Ç»

Burrawan Street is proposed, taking into consideration these 
concerns. Building height on 7 and 9 Pacific Drive has also been 
reduced slightly. 

éÇ ÅººÄ¾ÀÀ Ö¸À·Å¹ ¸ÂÆÅÉ¿Àê À¾Ö¾ÄÅ¹ º¾À¸¼» ÉÇ»¿ÄÇ¹À ÅÄ¾ È¾¸»¼

ÆÄÇÆÇÀ¾º ¸» ¿½¾ ºÄÅÊ¿ º¾Ö¾¹ÇÆÂ¾»¿ ÉÇ»¿ÄÇ¹ Æ¹Å» ÅÀÀÇÉ¸Å¿¾º Ï¸¿½

these changes.

Ã¾¾ Å¹ÀÇ ¿½¾ ¾ÅÄ¹¸¾Ä º¸ÀÉ·ÀÀ¸Ç» ¸» ¿½¾ Á¸»ºÂ¸¹¹ ë¸¹¹ ½¾¸¼½¿ À¾É¿¸Ç»

of this report. 

ìÍ 
¶Ä¸Å» íÇ½»ÀÇ» î Ã½Å»»Ç» ï¸¹¹¾Ä 
(Attachment 4 with additional 
comments at Ð¿¿ÅÉ½Â¾»¿ ÎÓ 

ðÆÆÇÀ¾º ¿Ç Å»Ò ¸»ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾ ¸» É·ÄÄ¾»¿

½¾¸¼½¿ ¹¸Â¸¿À ¸» Á¸»ºÂ¸¹¹ ë¸¹¹ Å»º

À½Ç·¹º º¾ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾ ¿Ç À¸»¼¹¾ À¿ÇÄ¾Ò Å¿ ì

¶·ÄÄÅÏÅ» Ã¿Ä¾¾¿Í 

ñØòØóáæôØãÜ õáÚóÙ Û×ØâÜØ â åòßÞÚâó

õâóóè õÝØã óááçßãä à×áô öáõã ÷ØâÛÝø

ù»ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾ ¸» »Ç¸À¾ Ä¾Ö¾ÄÈ¾ÄÅ¿¸Ç» ¸»

Á¸»ºÂill Street. 

ë¸À¿ÇÄ¸ÉÅ¹ À¸¼»¸Ê¸ÉÅ»É¾ ÇÊ ¿½¾ ÅÄ¾ÅÍ

ÔÇ¿¾»¿¸Å¹ À½ÅºÇÏ¸»¼ Å»º ¹ÇÀÀ ÇÊ ¹¸¼½¿

ÊÇÄ ¾ú¸À¿¸»¼ Ä¾À¸º¾»É¾À ¸» Á¸»ºÂ¸¹¹

Ã¿Ä¾¾¿Í 

éÄÅÊÊ¸É ¸ÂÆÅÉ¿À ÊÄÇÂ Ê·Ä¿½¾Ä

º¾Ö¾¹ÇÆÂ¾»¿Í 

«¬­®¯°­¬± 

Comment: 
Ã¾¾ ¿½¾ Ä¾ÀÆÇ»À¾ Å¿ À·ÈÂ¸ÀÀ¸Ç» Ë ÅÈÇÖ¾ Å»º Å¹ÀÇ ¿½¾ ¾ÅÄ¹¸¾Ä

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report.  

ûÍ 
üºº¸¾ ïÉüÅÉ½Å» 
(Attachment 6)

Ã·ÆÆÇÄ¿À ¸»ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾º ÆÇÆ·¹Å¿¸Ç»

º¾»À¸¿Ò É¹ÇÀ¾ ¿Ç ¿½¾ ý¶ÕÍ 

þ¾Ï º¾Ö¾¹ÇÆÂ¾»¿ À½Ç·¹º È¾ ¸»

keeping with recent development.

ù»ÉÄ¾ÅÀ¾ º¾»À¸¿Ò ÉÇ·¹º ÉÄ¾Å¿¾ ¿ÄÅÊÊ¸É

¸ÀÀ·¾ÀÍ 

ù»¿¾ÄÂ¾º¸Å¿¾ ½¾¸¼½¿ ÇÆ¿¸Ç» ÆÄ¾Ê¾ÄÄ¾ºê

¸»É¹·º¸»¼ Å Ä¾º·É¿¸Ç» ¸» ½¾¸¼½¿ ÇÊ

ÔÅÉ¸Ê¸É ÕÄ¸Ö¾ ÆÄÇÆ¾Ä¿¸¾À Å¿ ¿½¾ ¿ÇÆ ÇÊ

Windmill Hill. 

«¬­®¯°­¬± 

Comment: 
Ã·ÆÆÇÄ¿ »Ç¿¾ºÍ Ã¾¾ ¿½¾ Ä¾ÀÆÇ»À¾ Åt submission 1 above and also 
the earlier discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this 
report.  

ÌÍ 
Á¾»ºÒ íÇ»¾À 
(Attachment 7)

é½¾ ÆÄÇÆÇÀÅ¹ ¿Ç ÄÅ¸À¾ ¿½¾ È·¸¹º¸»¼

½¾¸¼½¿À ÇÊ Ê·¿·Ä¾ º¾Ö¾¹ÇÆÂ¾»¿ ¸» ¿½¾

Á¸»ºÂ¸¹¹ ë¸¹¹ ÅÄ¾Å Ï¸¹¹ ÄÇÈ ¿½¾ ¿ÇÏ» ÇÊ

¸¿À unique natural beauty, iconic 
ÊÇÄ¾À½ÇÄ¾ Ö¸¾ÏÀ Å»º ÇÆ¾» ÀÆÅÉ¾ÀÍ ù¿

will be the beginning of the end of 
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already a problem for residen�	 ���

with the overdevelopment proposal it 
would become untenable as a major 
�����ar 

��
��
�B ��
B�� 	����� �� ���	�����

��� ��
���
��� �� ��� � 	���a �
�
�r

L����� � !��"#�$%&#$$'( )��'

houses for families, small lot 
development for older people and
villa style units on these large blocks 
in the Eastport area, not high rises for 
t#� "&��'* '��� $+�&(, 

R-./01.-2 

Comment: 
S�� t#� &�(+$)(� �t (%�3�((�$) 4 ��$�� �)' � ($ t#� ��& ��&

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

5 3�6 $o #$%(�)" t*+�( �( �  $7�' o$& 7�t#�) t#� 8�(t 9$&t �&��

ranging from high density near the beach, to medium density on 
key corridors and at the ‘park edge’, to lower density detached 
housing or townhouse and villa development generally between 
Home and H�  St&��t(, 

:, 
;�� < =$ �) H�  ( 
(Attachment 8)

S%�(t�)t��  * �)>&��(�)" t#� �%� '�)"

#��"#t( �) h$ o St 7�  �)>&��(� t#�

+$+% �t�$) �)' t#�&�o$&� �)>&��(� t#�

)%3��& $o ��#�> �( %(�)" h$ o St, n)

$%& $+�)�$) t#�( 7�  )$t 3�?� h$ o St

3$&� “liveable”, in fact quite the 
reverse. 

F$& t#� �&�� t$ ��>$3� 3$&�

 ����� �l 3$&� �3�)�t��( )��' t$ ��  
provided e.g. BBQs on Town Beach, 
3$&� (��t�)" 7�t# (#�'� �t>, 

W� '$ )$t �� ���� �* �)>&��(�)" t#�

�%� '�)" #��"#t  �3�t( t$ 3�'�%3b#�"#

'�)(�t* dt#ereby increasing 
population, traffic, noise etc)  will 
make East Port a more “ liveable 
neighbourhood”. 

R-./01.-2 

Comment: 
O) &����7l (t�oo �"&�� 7�t# t#�(� >$)>�&)( �)' #��� &���&t�' t$

the current building height and a revised floor space ratio for Golf 
Street in the revised planning proposal.

@, 
n�) !�tt � 
(Attachment 9)

9&�o�&&�' �%� '�)" #��"#t( �t W�)'3�  

H�   

C Burrawan St – 3 storeys 
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KMNQUVXY Z[ \ ]Z ^]UV_VU `KVcM

e Windmill St – 3 storeys 

o Pacific Drive – 3 storeys 

fgijkmp qgpmks uvgipx jgy umzqps {| }

k}y}psuy ~g� mpp kgjk|m�|x� g�|�

capitalized or inappropriate 
development proposals where an 
mjk�|}u| mj yv| v|m�vy pmzmy mu yv| gjps

�}s } x|�|pgqz|jy k}j {| z}x|

viable.  

��������� 

Comment: 
�|| yv| �|uqgju| }y ui{zmuumgj � }{g�| }jx }pug yv| |}�pm|�

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

�v| pgk}p |j�m�gjz|jy}p qp}j kv}j�|u q�gqgu|x v|�| }�| gjps

one part of a broader suite of tools and activities aimed at 
encouraging �ggx �i}pmys z|xmiz �mu| x|�|pgqz|jy j|}� yv| �g�y

Macquarie CBD. Other initiatives include the placemaking 
opportunities identified in the structure plan which will be 
implemented through a proposed review of local contributions 
planning in the Liveable �|m�v{gi�vggxu }�|}u� �v|u|

gqqg�yijmym|u mjkpix| mzq�g�|z|jyu yg yv| qi{pmk uq}k|u yv}y pmj�

the area to the coast and the CBD and may also encourage good 
quality development. 

�� 
�� f}mj 
(Attachment 10)

�|�i|uy yg mjkpix| �� �gz| �y�||y mj

yv| �� �m�|x �u| �gj| }uugkm}y|x

�myv �g�x �y�||y�

��������� 

Comment: 
�v| �|�i|uy|x kv}j�| �gipx {| kgjy�}�s yg gyv|� �gj| kv}j�|u

made to reinforce Lord Street as a mixed use corridor. For 
example, it is proposed to change the zone of the properties 
gqqgumy| �� �gz| �y�||y ~�gz �� �m�|x �u| yg ��  |j|�}p

Residential. No change proposed.

¡� 
�g{ ¢z|�s 
(Attachment 11)

fgjk|�j|x }y ki��|jy v|m�vy g~ � }jx

£ �}km~mk ¤�m�| �gipx {pgk� �m|�u }jx

�gipx {| }j |s|ug�| ~�gz may 
�m|�qgmjyu }�gijx �g�y �}k�i}�m| 

��������� 

Comment: 
�|| yv| �|uqgju| }y ui{zmuumgj � }{g�| }jx }pug yv| |}�pm|�

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report.

£� 
�|��}jk| �y}~~g�x ¥¦mj� §

Campbell) on behalf of G&G 
Enterprise
¥¨yy}kvz|jy �©ª

�iqqg�yu yv| q�mjkmqp|u g~ i�{}j

kgjugpmx}ymgj� 

�iqqg�yu yv| q�gqgu|x �|�gjmj� g~

«¬­®¯®­ °±®²³ ´µ¬±¶ ³·¸³¹ º» ¼½

Medium Density Residential. 

�iqqg�yu z}mjy|j}jk| g~ yv| ki��|jy

�£z {impxmj� v|m�vy ~g� � }jx £

Pacific Drive.  

�|kgzz|jxu mjk�|}u| g~ }pp �£z

building height limits to 21m to allow 
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ËÌÍÎÏÐÍÌÑ 

Comment: 
ÒÓÔÔÕÖ× ØÕ×ÙÚÛ ÒÙÙ ×ÜÙ ÖÙÝÔÕØÝÙ Þ× ÝÓßàáÝÝáÕØ â ÞßÕãÙ ÞØÚ ÞäÝÕ

the earlier discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this 
report. 

åÜÙ æÓÖÖÙØ× àÞçáàÓà height limit of 7 and 9 Pacific Drive of 19 
metres was not intended to facilitate a six storey building but to 
allow some flexibility in delivering a five storey building given the 
topography constraints. It is a continuation of the five storey limit 
from the earlier Flynn’s Beach DCP. The proposed 17.5 metre 
building height makes this position clearer.

âèÛ 
éÓ×Ü êÙÖÚÙëÙØ 
(Attachment 13)

ÒÓÔÔÕÖ×Ý ×ÜÙ áØ×ÙÖàÙÚáÞ×Ù ÞÔÔÖÕÞæÜ

×Õ ìáØÚàáää êáää ßÓáäÚáØë ÜÙáëÜ×Ýí

limited to five storeys. 

îÖÙïÙÖÝ ÜÙáëÜ× äáàá×Ý ×Õ ßÙ Ý×Þ×ÙÚ áØ

ïäÕÕÖÝ ÖÞ×ÜÙÖ ×ÜÞØ àÙ×ÖÙÝÛ 

ðñòóôõòñö 

Comment: 
ÒÙÙ ×ÜÙ ÖÙÝÔÕØÝÙ Þ× ÝÓßàáÝÝáÕØ â ÞßÕãÙ ÞØÚ ÞäÝÕ ×ÜÙ ÙÞÖäáÙÖ

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

åÜÙ ÜÙáëÜ× äáàá×Ý ßÙáØë ÙçÔÖÙÝÝÙÚ áØ àÙ×ÖÙÝ ÖÞ×ÜÙÖ ×ÜÞØ Ý×ÕÖÙ÷Ý áÝ 
a function of the State Government’s standardised template for 
local environmental plans. 

ââÛ 
øÞØ ÞØÚ ùÕÚ÷ Òàá×Ü 
(Attachment 14)

úÕ ïÓÖ×ÜÙÖ áØæÖÙÞÝÙ áØ ßÓáäÚáØë ÜÙáëÜ×

ïÕÖ ìáØÚàáää êáääÛ 

ûÕØæÙÖØÙÚ Þ× áØæÖÙÞÝÙÚ ×ÖÞïïáæ ÕØ

ìáØÚàáää Ò×ÖÙÙ×Û 

ðñòóôõòñö 

Comment: 
ÒÙÙ ×ÜÙ ÖÙÝÔÕØÝÙ Þ× ÝÓßàáÝÝáÕØ â ÞßÕãÙ ÞØÚ ÞäÝÕ ×ÜÙ ÙÞÖäáÙÖ

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

âüÛ 
ýÞãáÚ þÖÕÿØ 
(Attachment 15)

éÙ×ÞáØ æÓÖÖÙØ× ßÓáäÚáØë ÜÙáëÜ×Ý

ýÙãÙäÕÔàÙØ× ÝÜÕÓäÚ ØÕ× ÚÕàáØÞ×Ù

×ÜÙ äÞØÚÝæÞÔÙÛ 

ûÕØ×ÖÕäÝ ÝÜÕÓäÚ ÙØÝÓÖÙ æÕØÝáÝ×ÙØ×

ÝÙ×ßÞæsÝÛ

ðñòóôõòñö 

Comment: 
ÒÙÙ ×ÜÙ ÖÙÝÔÕØÝÙ Þ× ÝÓßàáÝÝáÕØ â ÞßÕãÙ ÞØÚ ÞäÝÕ ×ÜÙ ÙÞÖäáÙÖ

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

â1Û 
GÙÕïï ûÕääáØë 
(Attachment 16) 

þÓÖÖÞÿÞØ Ò×ÖÙÙ× ßÓáäÚáØë ÜÙáëÜ×

ÝÜÕÓäÚ ßÙ Þ àÞçáàÓà Õï ïÕÓÖ Ý×ÕÖÙ÷ÝÛ

ðñòóôõòñö 

Comment: 
ÒÙÙ ×ÜÙ ÖÙÝÔÕØÝÙ Þ× ÝÓßàáÝÝáÕØ â ÞßÕãÙ ÞØÚ ÞäÝÕ ×ÜÙ ÙÞÖäáÙÖ

discussion in the Windmill Hill height section of this report. 

â�Û 
MáæÜÙääÙ ûÜÞÔàÞØ ��ää �ßÕÓ×

Planning) on behalf of M&A 
Hazenveld and Stephen Vaughan 
(Attachment 17)

ÒÓÔÔÕÖ×Ý Ýáç Ý×ÕÖÙ÷Ý ïÕÖ þÓÖÖÞÿÞØ

Ò×ÖÙÙ×Û 

MÞÔÔáØë Õï ßÓáäÚáØë ÜÙáëÜ× áØ æÓÖÖÙØ×

L�î áÝ áØæÕÖÖÙæ× ÞØÚ ÝÜÕÓäÚ ßÙ

ÖÙæ×áïáÙÚÛ 
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rationalised. 

V���
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�	� ��	
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�����
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R�� !"��# 

Comment: 
�		 ��	 �	��
��	 �� ���
����
� S ��
�	 ��� ���
 ��	 	����	�

discussion in the Windmill Hill height and 2011 mapping error 
sections of this report. 

I� �	p���� �
 the photomontages, these were used only to help 
the community visualise the effect of buildings at different 
heights. Staff have noted the concerns raised in the submissions 
and raised informally by other community members and will be 
seeking to improve th	�� 	��	�� �� �����	e 

 

Planning & Policy Implications 
 
The project is consistent with Council’s strategic planning framework. The project 
contributes to particular outcomes sought by the Community Strategic Plan: 

$%& '())*+,- ./0&2 )32 &,4+2),5&,06 outcome to have ‘development outcomes 
that are ecologically sustainable and complement our natural environment’ by 
encouraging infill and redevelopment of already zoned land, and 

$%& '7(.,,+,- .,8 72)4+8+,- )32 +,/2.9023:032&6 )30:)5& 0) %.4& '&57();5&,0 
and population growth that is clustered within urban centres’ by encouraging 
higher density development close to the Port Macquarie CBD. 

 
The project is consistent with Council’s Urban Growth Management Strategy 2011-
2031 as it directly responds to the planning principle for housing ‘to promote urban 
consolidation in central, well-connected locations that provides a range of services or 
recreation opportunities for residents.’ 
 
The project supports Council’s Economic Development Strategy performance 
measure of achieving population growth of 1.65% per annum by providing additional 
dwelling capacity in residential areas. 
 
Financial & Economic Implications 
 
The project is coordinated by the Strategic Land Use Planning Team as part of 
Council’s Operational Plans for 2014-15 and 2015-16. 
 
The completion of work in the manner outlined in this report is able to be undertaken 
within Council’s Strategic Land Use Planning Team in consultation with other 
Divisions of Council. 
 
The work is funded as a scheduled project within Council’s Strategic Planning 
Program for 2014-15 and 2015-16. 
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Council’s planning controls remain contemporary and facilitate good development in 
line with market demands. 
 

`aabcdfghai 
 
1Viewj Revised Planning Proposal 
kViewj Draft Development Control Plan changes 
lViewj Submission D Munro 
mViewj Submission B Johnson S Miller  
nViewj Submission B Johnson S Miller additional comments 
qViewj Submission E McEachan 
rViewj Submission W Jones 
tViewj Submission B&C Halls 
uViewj Submission I Nettle 
vwViewj Submission J Cain 
vvViewj Submission B Emery 
vkViewj Submission King & Campbell G&G Enterprise 
vlViewj Submission R Herdegen 
vmViewj Submission I&J Smith 
vnViewj Submission D Brown 
vqViewj Submission G Colling 
vrViewj x[\ZKNNKFY yzz y\F[U {z_YYKY^ |}y ~_�DYXDzW x �_[^C_Y


