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PART 1 — OBJECTIVES OF THE PLANNING PROPOSAL

The objective of the planning proposal is to amend Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013
(SLEP 2013) to rezone Lot 69 and Lot 70, DP 752488, 612 Gresford Road, Sedgefield (the
Site) from RU7 Primary Production Zone to E4 Environmental Living Zone. This would
enable future subdivision of the land to create one additional lot for low impact residential
purposes, consistent with the environmental living zone (Refer to Figure 1: Site Identification
Map and Figure 2: Current Zoning Map). The proposal also seeks to amend the minimum lot
size requirement for subdivision from 40 hectares to 5 hectares and apply Clause 4.1C Lot
averaging subdivision in certain residential and environmental zones to the site (Refer to
Figure 3: Current Lot Size Map).

PART 2 — EXPLANATION OF THE PROVISIONS

The proposed objectives of the planning proposal will be achieved by amending the SLEP
2013 as outlined below:

Item Explanation of provisions
no.

1 e Amend the Land Zoning Map

e Amend Land Zoning Map Sheet LZN_014 from RU1 Primary Production Zone
for Lot 60 and Lot 70 DP752488 and identify the lots as being zoned E4
Environmental Living Zone.

2 e Amend Lot Size Map
e Amend Lot Size Map Sheet LSZ_014 to apply a 5 hectare minimum lot size
requirement for subdivision for Lot 69 and Lot 70 DP752488.

PART 3 — JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROVISIONS
SECTION A: NEED FOR THE PLANNING PROPOSAL

1. Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report?

The planning proposal is the result of a series of strategic plans. Providing additional land
supply for rural residential development was considered the key focus for identifying
suitable developable land within close proximity to Singleton City, to meet future housing
needs (Refer to Figure 2 Site Locality Map). The Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA) was
identified as a “Short Term Potential — Candidate Area for rural residential development
under the Singleton Rural Residential Development Strategy (SRRDS) 2005 (the SRRDS
was endorsed by the Department of Planning: July 2006). The site is located within the
Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA). The Singleton Land Use Strategy (SLUS) 2008
determined which candidate areas were suitable for rural residential development and any
associated infrastructure requirements for those areas (the SLUS was endorsed by the
(then) Department of Planning 8 June 2008 (NOB8/00006-1). Sedgefield was further
identified in the SLUS 2008, as a proposed rural residential candidate area. The (then)
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Department of Planning recommended that rezoning of the land should not proceed until
the area was adequately master planned (Refer to Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area).
Detailed studies were prepared in 2008/9 to justify the selection of the area as a Candidate
Area the site itself is generally cleared grassland with scattered trees and being used for

rural lifestyle.

The Sedgefield Structure Plan (SSP) 2009 has since been completed and applies to the
SCA and the site, respectively. The SSP provides for a minimum average lot size of 5
hectares and absolute minimum lot size of 2 hectares (Refer to Annex E — Sedgefield
Structure Plan 2009).

On 29 March 2009, Council wrote to landowners within the SCA (which includes the owner
of the site). Council wanted to provide an opportunity for landholders to rezone their
properties. It recommended that landholders should lodge a planning proposal to Council to
rezone their properties by mid May 2010, before the finalisation of the new comprehensive
Singleton Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013. Council advised that there “may not be
another opportunity until after the finalisation of the comprehensive LEP, which is estimated
to occur towards the end of 2011”. Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013 does not
preclude rezoning of the site for future subdivision and development. Based on Council’s
strategic framework and advice, the landholder now seeks approval to rezone the site for
future subdivision and residential development.

2. Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or
intended outcomes, or is there a better way?

The best means of achieving the objectives of the planning proposal is Option 1, to send the
proposal to the Department of Planning and Environment for Gateway Determination.
Alternately, Council could decide not to proceed with the planning proposal as outlined in
Option 2.

Option 1: The site is located within the SCA and the SCA was identified as a “Short — Term
Potential Candidate Area” for rural residential development by the (then) Singleton Rural
Residential Development Strategy 2005, the Singleton Land Use Strategy 2008, and
Sedgefield Structure Plan. Council has also written to the landowner to encourage future
subdivision and development within the SCA. The planning proposal is owner initiated and
is considered the best and only means of achieving the objectives of Council’s strategic
planning framework. Detailed studies were prepared as part of the SSP. Those studies
were considered adequate to support the inclusion of the SCA as a rural residential
candidate area in the Singleton Land Use Strategy 2008 and Master Planned Site under the
provisions of Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013 and Singleton Development Control
Plan 2014. As the site is relatively cleared grassland with scattered vegetation and is
generally serviced by existing infrastructure, the need for additional detailed studies is
considered unwarranted. Council should process the proposal and send it to the
Department of Planning and Environment for Gateway Determination (Refer to Figure 7
Sedgefield Candidate Area).
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Option 2: The alternative option would be, to not proceed with the planning proposal and
notify the proponents accordingly. The site would remain zoned RU1 Primary Production
Zone, which would be contrary to the objectives of Council’s strategic planning framework. It
would not provide opportunity for low impact rural residential development within close
proximity to Singleton City. The land could also become isolated as other surrounding
properties within the SCA have been and could be rezoned from RUT Primary Production
Zone to E4 Environmental Living Zone to provide for residential development.

Option 3: Amend the planning proposal to rezone the whole of the SCA from RU1 Primary
Production Zone to E4 Environmental Living Zone. This option is not supported. The site is
relatively cleared land, being used for rural lifestyle purposes, undertaking detailed studies
on such a broad area of land throughout the whole SCA, would be cost prohibitive for the
proponent and difficult to achieve, given multiple land ownership within the SCA. At this
stage, none of the other landowners within the SCA have expressed interest in rezoning
their land. Some parts of the SCA are more constrained than the proposed site; it would be
unreasonable and unfair to place the onus of rezoning the whole of the SCA on a single
landowner.

The site is suitably located taking account of available infrastructure and services and
proximity (approximately 6km) to the existing centre of Singleton, which is identified as a
Strategic Centre under the Hunter Regional Plan 2036. Rural residential landuses are the
preferred land use in accordance with the SLUS, SSP and align closely with landuses in the
vicinity of the site. Rezoning of the whole of the SCA could be further considered as part of
the future review of the SLEP 2013.

SECTION B: RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLANNING
FRAMEWORK

1. Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions contained
within the applicable regional, subregional or district strategy (including exhibited
draft strategies)?

The Hunter Regional Plan (HRP) 2036 and Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land Use Plan
(UHSRLUP) (2014) apply to the Upper Hunter and Hunter Region, which includes the
Singleton Local Government Area (LGA). State Government strategic framework is
discussed below.

Hunter Regional Plan (HRP) 2036: the directions from the HRP that apply to the site are:
Direction 10 - Protect and enhance agricultural productivity

Currently the site is being used for residential accommodation and minor grazing. The
proposal is not consistent with Direction 10 because the proposal seeks to rezone the site
from RU1 Primary Production to E4 Environmental Living in accordance with the Sedgefield
Structure Plan (SSP). The site is located within the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA), which
was identified as a candidate area for rural residential development under the provisions of
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the Singleton Land Use Strategy (SLUS) 2008 (endorsed by the Department 8 June 2008).
The SSP recommended the land should be zoned E4 Environmental Living to accommodate
existing low impact residential development, maintain aesthetic values of the SCA and rural
amenity of the broader area (Refer to Annex E). Given the site is located within the SCA and
the combined total area of the site is approximately 16.99 hectares, it is unlikely the land
could sustainably accommodate agricultural enterprises over the long-term. During
preparation of the Rural Residential Development Strategy, the (then) NSW Agriculture
provided advice on minimum lot size requirements for sustainable agriculture during
preparation of the Rural Residential Development Strategy. It advised that “a minimum lot
size 20-40ha is required for environmental sustainability. For sustainable returns from
grazing enterprises significantly larger property sizes are required to provide access to a
balance of land types and natural resources”. NSW Agriculture considered that “clustering
rural residential growth in targeted areas increases the scope for achieving infrastructure
improvements (water supply, sewerage, electricity and fixed phone line reliability as well as
mobile phone/ television coverage, data quality). It also enables a better standard of service
to be provided at reduced cost that if residential growth is disperses across broad areas’
(NSW Agriculture, Singleton Rural Residential Strategy, 4 September 2001). Given the site
is 16.99 hectares in total combined area, it is not considered capable of providing long-term
opportunity for large scale productive agriculture. Surrounding properties are also being
used predominantly for rural lifestyle/ residential purposes, given the area’s close proximity
to Singleton City (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification Map, Figure 2 Site Locality Map, Figure
3 Current Zoning Map and Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). The Candidate Area was
identified as being capable of providing sustainable rural residential development, suitable
for environmental living within access to existing infrastructure.

Direction 13 — Plan for greater land use compatibility

The proposal is consistent with Direction 13 as the proposal seeks to provide for low impact
residential accommodation in a location defined as a candidate area for such development.
While it is fundamental to protect important agricultural land, it is also important to facilitate
development for residential expansion, in areas where co-location of like land uses reduce
land use conflict. Given the site is located within the SCA; the most appropriate land use is
considered to be low impact residential accommodation and associated rural lifestyle

activities.
Direction 14 - Protect and connect natural areas

The proposal is consistent with Direction 14. Rezoning the site E4 Environmental Living
would provide for existing and future low impact residential development. Appropriate
building envelopes and site design, could help conserve a small stand of Swamp Oak
Floodplain Forest — Endangered Ecological Community located in the north-eastern corner
of the site (approximately 3614.42m? in area, with a perimeter 269.86m) (Refer to Figure 8
Site Aerial View). Application of the E4 zone would maintain and protect important ecological
values of the site, which would benefit the environment. The proposal takes account of the
sites rural location and ecological values. Any future subdivision and development of the site
would need to ensure site design and building envelopes are appropriate to minimise/
mitigate and manage the ecological attributes of the site.
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Direction 22 - Promote housing diversity

Application of the E4 zone would accommodate the existing residence and associated
infrastructure located on the site (Refer to Figure 8 Site Aerial View). It would provide some
additional opportunity for low impact environmental living development, which would promote
housing diversity opportunities for people seeking alternate lifestyle options. Any future
development of the site would be in accordance with the SLUS 2008 and SSP.

Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land Use Plan (UHSRLUP) 2012

Housing and settlement is referred to in Chapter 6 of the UHSRLUP, which refers to
facilitating a range of housing types through land use zoning. The UHSRLUP recognises the
need to provide a mix of housing to cater for population growth and ongoing demand. The
proposal would provide opportunity for a limited amount of environmental living lots (i.e.
subdivide two lots into three) and low-impact residential development (i.e. two additional
dwelling houses), subject to detailed investigation of land capabilities and sustainability
criteria. This would help maintain the ecological and aesthetic values of the site.

Site Context and Surrounds

Historically the site has been used for agricultural purposes (i.e. grazing). Lot 69 and 70,
DP752488 is in single ownership. The land gently slopes to the north northeast towards
Gresford Road. Combined Lot 69 and 70 is square in shape with a total combined area of
approximately 16.99 hectares. The site has a 442 metre frontage to Gresford Road to the
north and a 403 metre frontage to Roughit Lane to the west. An existing residence and
associated infrastructure are constructed on Lot 69. The site comprises cleared grassland
with scattered trees and an isolated small stand of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest —
Endangered Ecological Community (approximately 3614.42m2 in area with a perimeter of
269.86m), which comprises a single species of Casuarina, with no apparent under-storey
and minimal groundcover. The EEC is located in the north eastern corner of the site. An
intermittent drainage line flows diagonally (southwest/ northeast) across the site and feeds
into a small dam, then drains off site towards First Creek. The dam and EEC is primarily
located on Lot 70 (Refer to Figure 8 Site Aerial View).

Rezoning of the site would provide for the subdivision of two lots into three, creating one
additional lot. A minimum lot size of 5 hectares would apply to the site. This would enable
the construction of two additional dwellings and associated infrastructure. Table below
provides a summary of existing services and infrastructure for the site and SCA.

Services and Infrastructure | Comment

Reticulated water supply No reticulated water is supplied to the SCA or Site. Existing
and future development require on-site water storage tanks.
Sewer serving area No reticulated sewer is supplied to the SCA or Site.

Properties in the area rely on on-site sewerage management
systems. Future development would require sufficient land
available to accommodate onsite effluent dispersal. (Note: lots
below 8,000m? are not suitable for on-site waste management.
Section 7 SLUS recommends that large un-serviced rural
residential lots 4 to 5 hectares in area are suitable for on-site
effluent disposal).
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Electricity The site and surrounds areas are serviced by existing
electricity supply infrastructure. Any future development
generated by the proposal is unlikely adversely affect existing
supplies. Connection would be at the owner’s expense.

Telecommunications Telecommunications are available to the Sedgefield area.
Future development could be adequately serviced by
telecommunications. Broadband connection is not yet
available to the area.

Waste Management General waste and recycling services are provided to the site
and Sedgefield area. Singleton Council provides a (user pays)
waste recycling services on a fortnightly basis.

Gas There is no existing provision of gas infrastructure to the site.

Public transport Public transport is not provided to the site or area, other than
school bus services. There are no plans to provide additional
public transport services to the site.

2. Is the planning proposal consistent with the local Council's Community Strategic
Plan or other local strategic plan?

Singleton Land Use Strategy (2008)

The planning proposal seeks to rezone the site, which is located within the Sedgefield
Candidate Area (SCA) (Refer to Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). The SCA was created
as a new release area under the (then) Singleton Rural Residential Development Strategy
2005. It was further investigated and consequently included in the Singleton Land Use
Strategy (SLUS) 2008 as a proposed rural residential candidate area.

Sedgefield Structure Plan (2009)

The Sedgefield Structure Plan (SSP) 2009 was prepared specifically to determine land use
planning requirements and provide broad-level master planning for the SCA (Refer to Annex
E). Land within the SCA was zoned 1(a) Rural under the provisions of the Singleton Local
Environmental Plan 1996. The SSP proposed the SCA be zoned E4 Environmental Living
under the provisions of the Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013. Under the provisions
of Clause 4.1C, Lot averaging applies to the site, a 5 hectare average minimum lot size with
a 2 hectare absolute minimum lot size provision was applied to the SCA, which includes the

site.

When prepared, the SSP identified Lot 69 and 70 as individual (separate) lots. Each lot was
identified as being a fully developed holding, less than 10 hectares in area. Lot 69 is
approximately 8.9 hectares and Lot 70 is approximately 8.09 hectares, respectively.
Combined the site area is approximately 16.99 hectares, which could if subdivided,
potentially yield 3 lots in total (one additional lot) (Refer to Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate
Area). Section 5.4 of the SSP outlines “there is potential for small lots to be combined with
adjoining properties to achieve acceptable subdivision design” (battle-axe blocks are not
encouraged). The (then) Department of Planning generally endorsed the SLUS but stated
that “...the Department will not support average lot size provisions for rural residential zones
within the LEP" (Refer to Annex E). While the proposal seeks to rezone the site E4
Environmental Living, provides for “low-impact residential development in areas of special
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ecological, scientific or aesthetic values”, which equates to rural lifestyle/ rural residential
development.

Application of Clause 4.1C and lot averaging over the site, could lead to the potential for
over-development of the site, given that the “absolute minimum lot size applicable over the
site is 2 hectares”. The proposal is supported in principle and lot averaging provisions apply
to the site under the SSP, but are not supported. A minimum lot size of 5 hectares should be
applied to the site. The Department of Planning and Environment has also advised that lot
size averaging should be avoided as it is unlikely to support the application of lot size
averaging provisions for the proposal (Refer to Annex F).

Singleton Community Strategic Plan (2017-2027)

The planning proposal would be generally consistent with pillar; Our Places of the Singleton
Community Strategic Plan (SCSP). This pillar seeks to ensure that “Singleton is a well-
planned, sustainable, accessible and safe community with vibrant places and spaces’. Part
of its strategy is to “facilitate land use planning and development outcomes, which respect
and contribute in a positive way to the environment and community”. Development of the site
for future low impact residential purposes would facilitate land use planning and
development outcomes in accordance with the E4 zone. The objectives of the zone ensure
that land with special ecological, scientific or aesthetic values is not adversely affected by
residential development. As the land is identified as a candidate area in the SSP, any future
subdivision and development of the site should be well planned, environmentally
sympathetic, attractive and liveable for those members of the community that seek alternate
lifestyle options. The site’s location within close proximity to Singleton CBD and services
(health, education, commercial, employment etc.) also provides opportunity for local
interaction with people and place, and growth within the community (Refer to Figure 2 Site
Locality Map).

3. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable state environmental planning
policies?

Appendix A contains an assessment of consistency with applicable State Environmental
Planning Policies (SEPPs). SEPPs relevant to this proposal are discussed in more detail
below:

SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008

SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008 applies to the site. The planning proposal is consistent with the
planning principles and subdivision principles of the SEPP (Refer to Annex H). The site was
identified as a Candidate Area suitable for rural residential development under the Singleton
Rural Residential Development Strategy 2005 and later under the Singleton Land Use
Strategy (SLUS) 2008. On the 8 June 2008, the (then) Department of Planning endorsed the
SLUS and recommended that consideration be given to the SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008 and
that it would not support average lot size provisions for rural residential zones (Refer to
Annex F). Annex H provides assessment of the proposal against the SEPP subdivision
principles.

Average lot size provisions are not proposed for the site. The proposal would rezone the site
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E4 Environmental Living and apply a 5 hectare minimum ot size provision to the site. Land
within the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA) is highly fragmented and is generally being
used for rural lifestyle purposes. A significant portion of the SCA is already zoned E4, with a
minimum lot size of 5 hectares, as such the proposal fits within the desired environmental
living character of the Sedgefield area (Refer to Figure 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7). The site is also
located within 6km of Singleton, which is identified as a Strategic Centre under the Hunter
Regional Plan 2036 (Refer to Figure 2).

The site is relatively unconstrained (Refer to Section C). Given the site has been used for
rural land uses including rural lifestyle, vegetation on the site is predominantly cleared
grassland with scattered trees. A small stand of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest — EEC
(approximately 3614.42m?2 with a perimeter of 269.386m) and dam are located in the north-
eastern corner of the site. Any future building envelopes should be designed and sited away
from the EEC and dam. According to Council's Flooding Prone and Bushfire Prone Land
Mapping, the site is not subject to flooding or bushfire. Sewer and water services are not
provided to the site or broader SCA. Section 4 of the SSP recommends that “effluent
disposal would be by way of a suitable on-site system’. The SSP notes that “further
geotechnical assessment may be required to determine the soil composition of the locations
of the effluent disposal areas for each individual site”. Rainwater collection tanks would be
used to collect rainwater for domestic water purposes. Section 4 of the SSP identifies that
any future rainwater collection for domestic water supply “water supply will be subject to
individual development applications”.

SEPP (Mining, Petroleum Production and Extractive Industries) 2007

The Mining SEPP applies to land throughout the State including the site.

According the Sedgefield Structure Plan, the Department of Primary Industries proposed a
buffer zone to a prospective open cut coal reserve sterilises all lots with frontage to Roughit
Lane (i.e. from the intersections of Gresford and Mirannie Roads). The buffer zone is no
longer applicable to the site.

The (then) Department of Primary Industries — Division of Mineral Resources and Energy
(DRE) (23 October, 2015) recommended that the eastern boundary of the Sedgefield
Candidate Area be moved further to the west, away from areas under coal. Following further
detailed consultation, “the DRE have reviewed the location and nature of this proposal, and
the site geology and other characteristics. DRE no longer believes that a change to the
eastern boundary is required, and has no further objection” (Refer to Annex G).

The Queensland Hunter Gas Pipeline (QHGP) an underground natural gas pipeline, some
825km in length, is proposed for southern central Queensland to the Hunter NSW. Around
603km of that pipeline would be in NSW. The Singleton LGA forms part of the study area for
the pipeline route. An alignment route for the pipeline has been proposed within the
Singleton LGA. Although the pipeline corridor does pass through the LGA, The site does not
appear to be within the corridor.

SEPP (Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) 2017

SEPP (Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) does not apply to rural areas. The site is zoned RU7
Primary Production. As proposed, the site would be zoned E4 Environmental Living and the
SEPP would generally be applicable to environmental zones. This site is identified as being
part of the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA). The Sedgefield Structure Plan (SSP) is
applicable to the SCA. Vegetation and vegetation linkage/ corridors and corridor
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management are addressed as part of the SSP. The site is 16.99ha in total area. It does
contain a small (approximately 3614.42m? in area), highly degraded stand of Swamp Oak
Floodplain Forest with no undergrowth. Should the site require assessment, with respect to
the SEPP, the proposal has the capacity to be undertaken in accordance with the provisions
of the SEPP. Refer to Annex E SSP, Section 4.1 and 5.2 for details on Biodiversity and
Vegetation and Vegetation Linkages/ Corridors.

4. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable s117 Ministerial Directions?

Appendix B contains an assessment of consistency with applicable s117 Ministerial
Directions. Directions relevant to this proposal are discussed in more detail below:

Direction 1.3 Mining, Petroleum Production and Extractive Industries

“The objective of this direction is to ensure that the future of extraction of State and
regionally significant reserves of coal, other minerals, petroleum and extractive materials are
not compromised by inappropriate development”.

Refer to Part 3: B, for discussion around consistency with SEPP (Mining, Petroleum
Production and Extractive Industries) 2007.

Direction 1.5 Rural Lands

“The objectives of the direction are “to protect the agricultural value and facilitate the orderly
and economic development of rural land for rural purposes”.

The proposal seeks to rezone the site from RU7T Primary Production Zone to E4
Environmental Living Zone. It would also change minimum lot size requirements from 40
hectares to 5 hectares.

The proposal would be consistent with the Rural Planning Principles of State Environmental
Planning Policy (Rural Lands) 2008. Refer to Part 3: B, for consistency around SEPP (Rural
Lands).

The proposal is considered to be consistent with the requirements of Direction 1.5. Any
perceived inconsistency is considered to be of minor significance and justified by the SLUS
2008.

Direction 3.3 Home Occupation

“The objective of this direction is to encourage the carrying out of low-impact small
businesses in dwelling houses”.

Home occupation is permissible under the proposed E4 Environmental Living Zone, without
development consent in accordance with the Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013. The
proposal has capacity to be consistent with Direction 3.3.

Direction 5.10 Implementation of Regional Plans

The Hunter Regional Environmental Plan 2036 applies to the planning proposal. The
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following Directions apply to the site:

HREP Direction 10 — Protect and enhance agricultural productivity.

The LEP amendment proposal would rezone the site from zone RU? Primary
Production to E4 Environmental Living Zone in accordance with the Sedgefield
Structure Plan (SSP). The site is located within the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA)
which has been identified as a proposed candidate area for rural residential
development under the provisions of the Singleton Land Use Strategy (SLUS) 2008.
The SSP identified that the land should be zoned E4 Environmental Living to
accommodate existing low impact residential development and maintain the aesthetic
values of land within the SCA. Given the site is located within the SCA and the
combined total area of the site is approximately 16.99 hectares, it is unlikely the land
could sustainably accommodate agricultural enterprises over the long-term other
than minor grazing or hobby farming, which could continue ancillary to residential
activities, albeit at a small scale. Given the highly fragmented nature of the SCA, land
within the SCA could only accommodate small scale agricultural activities (Refer to
Figure 1 Site Identification Map, Figure 2 Site Locality Map and Figure 7 Sedgefield
Candidate Area).

HREP Direction 14 — Protect and connect natural areas

Application of zone E4 Environmental Living would help provide for existing and
future low impact residential development. It would help conserve an isolated stand
of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest — EEC (approximately 3614.42m? with a perimeter
of 269.86m) located in the north eastern corner of the site (Refer to Figure 8 Site
Aerial View). Given the objectives and permissible land uses of the E4 zone, its
application would maintain and protect important ecological values of the site, which
would benefit the environment. Any future development could be managed, so as
not to have an adverse effect on special ecological, scientific, cultural or aesthetic
values of the site and broader rural context (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification Map
and Figure 2 Site Locality Map).

HREP Direction 22 — Promote housing diversity

The proposal would accommodate the existing residence and associated
infrastructure located on the site. It would help provide some opportunity for low
impact environmental living development, which would promote housing diversity and
provide opportunities for people seeking alternate lifestyle options.

SECTION C: ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT

1. Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or
ecological communities, or their habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of
the proposal?

A small stand of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest — Endangered Ecological Community
(EEC) is located in the north eastern corner of the site. A biodiversity assessment report
has not been prepared to assess impacts on the EEC. As proposed, future subdivision of
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the site would create one additional lot (i.e. two lots into three). Subdivision layout with
appropriate building envelope siting would reduce risk on the ecological values of the
EEC, particularly as the majority of the site is grassland, with a few scatter trees (Refer
to Figure 8 Site Aerial View). An assessment of significance may be required for future
development of the land.

According to Singleton Council’s Mapping based on the NSW Wildlife Atlas, and NSW
Office Environmental and Heritage conservation project database, the following species
have been identified on land outside the site:

» Black-necked Stork (Ephippiorhynchus asiaticus)(Endangered);

e Grey-crowned Babbler (eastern species) (Pomatostomus temporalis temporalis)
(Vulnerable);

e Speckled Warbler (Chthonicola sagittata)(Vulnerable); and

e Brush-tailed Phascogale (Phascogale tapoatafa) (Vulnerable).

No known threatened fauna species have been identified on the site.

Based on known attributes and constraints of the site, flora, avifauna and fauna are
unlikely to be adversely affects by the small scale the proposal.

2. Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning
proposal and how are they proposed to be managed?

Surface water

An intermittent watercourse flows diagonally across the site from south-west to north-east. It
feeds into a small dam located predominantly on Lot 70 then drains into First Creek located
towards the north eastern corner of the site (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification Map). A
surface water assessment has not been prepared for the planning proposal. Any likely
environmental effects as a result of the proposal are unknown. Future development of the
site would need to ensure that lots can adequately dispose of stormwater and does not
contribute to downstream stormwater impacts. A wastewater management strategy/ plan
would be required for any future development of the site. Refer to SSP, Section 4 for
assessment and response to key opportunities and constraints within the SCA.

Groundwater

A groundwater assessment has not been prepared for the planning proposal. Any likely
environmental effects are unknown. Future development of the site would need to ensure
there are no adverse impacts on groundwater resources. Refer to SSP, Section 4 for
assessment and response to key opportunities and constraints within the SCA.

Heritage (Aboriginal and European)

There are no known items, buildings, works, relics, objects or places of Aboriginal or
European cultural heritage on the site. Historically the site has been used for residential and
grazing purposes. Given the amount of disturbance to the site as a result of historic and
current land practices, adverse heritage (Aboriginal and European) impacts are unlikely.
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According to the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in
NSW (NSW Department of Environment, Heritage and Water, 2010), a due diligence
assessment is not required because harm to an object that may be present, could be
avoided. Future applications to develop lots within the site may need to apply for an
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit where it is determined that such a development would
impact upon items or places of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage.

The potential disturbance of aboriginal artefacts within the site is considered low.
Conversely, should artefacts be identified during future excavation of the site at the
development stage, An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan (ACHMP) could be
prepared to mitigate, manage or salvage identified items. Heritage sites could be recorded
and items collected for safe keeping in accordance with the ACHMP.

The proposal is not expected to result in any impacts upon items or places of Aboriginal or
European Heritage Significance. Refer to SSP, Section 4.4 for assessment of Aboriginal
Archaeology in the SCA.

Bushfire

A bushfire assessment has not been prepared for the planning proposal. The site has not
been identified a being bushfire prone land on Council's Bushfire Prone Vegetation Map
(Refer to Figure 9: Bush Prone Land Map).

Soils, land and agriculture capability

A soil, land and agricultural capability assessment have not been prepared for the planning
proposal. The site forms part of the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA) and the Sedgefield
Structure Plan (SSP) applies to land within the SCA. Soil, land and agriculture capabilities
assessment formed part of the SSP process. Section 4.2 of the SSP indicates that land
within the SCA was considered to be suitable for future urban development. The SSP has
broad application and site specific environmental characteristics are unknown. Any future
subdivision and development of the site would need to undertake further site specific
investigation. Singleton Development Control Plan 2014 provides guidance around the
appropriate environmental outcomes for development to avoid any adverse impacts on the
environment.

Traffic and transport, including public transport

A detailed traffic assessment has not been prepared for the proposal. The site is located
approximately 6km from Singleton CBD (Refer to Map 2 Site Locality Map). Gresford Road
is a fully sealed, well maintained Council road that provides direct access to the site. Roughit
Lane is also a fully sealed Council maintained road, located off the site’s western boundary.
Section 4.5 Traffic and Transport (SSP) states that “...the Sedgefield Candidate Area is well
located in terms of road access”. The SSP further states “...that both present and future
projected flows on existing roads within and surrounding the Sedgefield Candidate Area
would be reasonably balanced between the local roads”.

No public transport is provided to the SCA or site, other than local school bus services that
transports children to local schools. Residents within the SCA rely on private transport to
make the short journey to Singleton CBD.
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There are currently no provisions for passive forms of transport (walking, cycling).

As the proposal seeks to rezone and subdivide two lots into three (creating one additional
lot), has direct access to Gresford Road and is within close proximity to a major centre,
traffic and transport are not considered major impediments for future development of the
site. For safety purposes, there should be no further direct access from the site to Gresford
Road. Future development should be designed and located to provide access from Roughit
Lane to any newly created lots.

Infrastructure

A detailed infrastructure and servicing assessment has not been prepared for the proposal.
Existing services supplied to the site include electricity and telecommunication.

According to Section 4 of the SSP:

e The SCA is not serviced by natural gas;

e The SCA is serviced by electricity;

e The SCA can be serviced with telecommunications; and

e Fortnightly garbage service is provided to the Sedgefield Area by Singleton Council.
e The site is not serviced by reticulated sewer or water.

Section 7 of the SLUS recommends that large un-serviced rural residential lots should be a
minimum of 4 to 5 hectares. Any future lots created by subdivision would rely on on-site
wastewater management systems. The proposed minimum lot size for subdivision is 5
hectares. Any newly created lots would be of sufficient size to support wastewater dispersal.

Although the SPP does not discuss cumulative impacts of on-site sewer disposal systems
for the entire SCA, Section 4.2.6 of the SSP states:

“...that the site is generally suitable for domestic on-site effluent dispersal. Given the
varying soil composition and depth to bedrock, disposal areas generally vary from
240 to 1112 square metres. This is dependent upon the chemical nature of the soil,
depth to bedrock and potential for run-on/run-off”.

The site currently accommodates an on-site waste management system that services the
existing dwelling. As proposed, the 5 hectare minimum lot size is of sufficient size to provide
sufficient effluent disposal envelopes to ensure that future property owners have adequate
effluent disposal area. Section 4 of the SSP recommends that “effluent disposal would be by
way of a suitable on-site system’. The SSP notes that “further geotechnical assessment may
be required to determine the soil composition of the locations of the effluent disposal areas
for each individual site”.

Rainwater collection tanks would be used to collect rainwater for domestic water purposes.
Section 4 of the SSP identifies that any future rainwater collection for domestic “...water
supply will be subject to individual development applications”.

Given the small scale of potential development provided by the proposal, infrastructure and
associated services could be adequately supplied to the site at the owner’s expense. Any
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future development would also be subject to individual development applications and
Singleton DCP provisions.

Visual amenity

Overall character associated with the site and surrounds is rural, low impact residential
holdings with ancillary agriculture activities (grazing) (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification
Map, Figure 2 Site Locality Map and Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). The site is gently
elevated and enjoys rural views. As potential lot yield from development is low (i.e. two lots
into three, creating one additional lot), future development of the site has capacity to be
designed, with suitably located building envelopes to contribute positively to the rural
context. Singleton DCP provisions require that any future development of the site achieves
good design outcomes to ensure views and visual amenity is preserved.

Flooding

According to Singleton LEP 2013 Flood Planning Map, the site is not subject to flooding.
Air quality

An air quality assessment has not been prepared for the site and air quality associated with
the site is unknown. As the site is located within a rural context, air quality should be
acceptable but could be influenced by seasonal weather changes that cause pollens and
small particulates to become air born. Wood fired heaters produce omissions during cooler
months Singleton LGA also has a number of open cut coal mines that have potential to
impact on air quality.

Noise

A noise impact assessment has not been prepared for the site. Likely noise generating
activities associated with the site would relate to existing rural and general residential
activities. As the site has direct access to Gresford Road, a main road that accesses
Singleton from the western approach, some noise generation would be expected from
vehicular movement along that road, particularly at peak times. The site is located within a
rural context and rural related activities would be expected to contribute somewhat to the
acoustic environment of the area. Any future development of the site would also generate
minor noise disturbance during construction phase. Overall, noise impacts are expected to
relate to residential lifestyle activities.

3. Has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic
effects?

A detailed social and economic assessment has not been prepared for the proposal. The
sile is localed within 6km of Singleton CBD, which has social and community infrastructure
and services (Refer to Map 2 Site Locality Map). While unknown and essentially
unquantifiable, adverse social and economic effects are considered unlikely, particularly
given the small scale of development potential generated by the proposal. The proposal may
contribute positively to the social and economic equity of Sedgefield and Singleton, by
providing opportunity for those interested in alternate lifestyles to relocate to a rural
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environment, within close proximity to employment, education, health, business, retail and
community services.

SECTION D: STATE AND COMMONWEALTH INTERESTS

1. Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal?

Local and State road network

Sedgefield and the site are accessed by a good local road network. Gresford Road provides
direct access to the site. Roughit Lane forms the western boundary of the site, respectively.
Should the proposal be approved, no additional direct access should be provided from
Gresford Road for any newly created lots. Any future subdivision and development of the
.site could be adequately designed to utilise Roughit Lane for access, given the Lane, is
sealed, maintained and appears to have adequate sight distances. Roughit Lane intersects
with Gresford Road and could provide safe access for future residents. Further detailed
traffic assessment in accordance with Singleton DCP provisions for access to public road,
would be required during the development application process, should the proposal be
approved.

Electricity supply

Electricity supplies are provided to the site. Any future development of the site has capacity
to connect to existing supplies at the expense of the site owner. Connection would be
subject to the requirements of the owner of that infrastructure.

Gas supply
Gas supply is not currently available within the SCA or to the site.
Telecommunications, including national broadband

Telecommunication is provided to the site. Supply could be provided to any future lots
created by the rezoning and subsequent development of the site at the owner’s expense.
National broadband is not currently available to the site, SCA or Singleton LGA. The
availability of broadband is unknown.

Reticulated water supply

The site is not serviced by reticulate water supplies. Existing residents rely on on-site
rainwater storage tanks for all potable water requirements. Any future development of the
site would also need to ensure that adequate rainwater storage tanks are provided in
accordance with Singleton DCP requirements.

Sewer

The site is not serviced by reticulated sewer. Existing residents use an on-site sewage
management system for effluent dispersal. Future subdivision of the site and proposed 5
hectare minimum lot size could provide sufficient dispersal area for newly created lots to
cater for wastewater dispersal. Any further details of effluent dispersal would be subject to
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development application and the requirements of Singleton DCP 2014. Refer to Section C
above for further discussion about on-site waste management.

Waste management services

Singleton Council provides fortnightly kerbside waste bin collection to the Sedgefield area
and site, respectively. Any future development of the site would have access to waste
management services at the individual owners’ expense.

Health, education and other public services

Health, education and public services are not located in the SCA. The site is within
approximately 6km of Singleton City. All related services are easily accessible to existing
and future residents of the site (Refer to Figure 2 Site Locality Map).

Emergency services

The site is located some 6km to the west, north/west of Singleton City. Police, Ambulance,
Fire and State Emergency Services (SES) are with close proximity to the site and can
provide good response if required (Refer to Figure 1 and 2 Site Locality Map).

2. What are the views of the State and Commonwealth public authorities proposed to
be consulted following the gateway determination?

As the planning proposal is subject to Gateway determination from the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment, the views of relevant State and Commonwealth public authorities
are unknown.

Council recommends consultation with the following:

o NSW Department of Primary Industries.
e NSW Office of Environment and Heritage.

PART 4 — MAPPING

Part 2 of this planning proposal describes the effect of the proposal in terms of LEP
mapping. Maps showing the site context and proposed LEP map changes are contained in
Appendix C. Copies of the draft technical LEP maps for the amendment are contained in

Appendix D.
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PART 5 — COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

The planning proposal is considered to be low impact and should be exhibited for a period of
not less than 14 days. Community consultation details are outlined in Table 4.

Task Required? Explanation
Yes/No
Notice of exhibition on Council’'s Yes Planning proposal exhibitions are
Corporate website advertised on Council’s website.
Newspaper notice Yes The site is within an area of

circulation of the Singleton Argus
newspaper. A notice of exhibition
will be placed in the Singleton
Argus. It is also intended to place a
notice of exhibition in the Hunter
Valley News.

Notification letters Yes Notification letters will be sent to
landowners of the site, adjoining
and adjacent to the boundaries of
the site.

Table 4 Community Consultation Schedule
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PART 6 — PROJECT TIMELINE

Anticipated timeframes for Gateway Determination and making of the amendment to

Singleton LEP 2013 are outlined below:

Task

Timeline

Anticipated commencement date (date of

Gateway determination)

22/01/2018

Anticipated timeframe for the completion of

required technical information

The time period needed will be dependent on
what issues need to be resolved and the
amount of time needed to prepare the
respective information. The tentative time
frame of the planning proposal, where no
additional information has been identified is

156-18 months. If further information is
required, study information would be
anticipated to be provided within

approximately 12 months of the request. This
timeframe is subject to change according to
the extent and type of study information

required.

Timeframe  for government  agency

consultation (pre and post exhibition as
required by Gateway determination)

It is recommended that the public authority
comments be obtained concurrently with
This
comments to be included with the exhibition

public  exhibition. would enable
material. Public authorities should be given
28 days to provide comment on the planning

proposal.

Commencement and completion dates for

public exhibition period

The exhibition period is typically 14 days for
minor amendments.

Dates for public hearing (if required)

N/A

Timeframe for consideration of submissions

The for consideration of

submissions is typically 2-3 weeks for minor

timeframe

amendments depending on number of

submissions received.

Timeframe for the consideration of a

proposal post exhibition

The timeframe for the consideration of a
proposal post exhibition is anticipated to be
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around 2 months after updating of the
planning proposal and reporting to have the
matter considered at a Council meeting.

Date of submission to the Department to
finalise the LEP

24/11/2017

Anticipated date RPA will make the plan (if
delegated)

If the planning proposal is supported at the
post-exhibition Council meeting and Council
exercises delegation to make the plan, it is
expected that the plan would be made within
approximately 2 months of the respective

Council meeting.

Anticipated date RPA will forward to the

Department for notification.

If Council is not delegated authority to make
the plan or chooses not to exercise
delegation to make the plan, it would be
expected that the planning proposal would
be forwarded to the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment within 2 month of

the post exhibition Council meeting.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The planning proposal would rezone the site from RU7T Primary Production to E4
Environmental Living under the provisions of the Singleton LEP 2013. Minimum lot size
provisions for subdivision would also change from 40 hectares to 5 hectares.

The planning proposal is generally consistent with relevant policies and directions. Any
inconsistencies have been considered and where possible (based on the level of information
provided), justified. As proposed, given the limited amount of development potential
generated by the proposal (i.e. two lots into three (creating one additional lot)), the rezoning
is not anticipated to generate adverse effects on the community, environment or local
context.

Given the small scale of development proposed, further detailed study is not required.
Nevertheless, information submitted with the planning proposal application was limited. A
site opportunities and constraints analysis could be prepared to adequately address
environmental, social and economic impacts and State and Commonwealth interests. The
Department of Planning and Environment could condition the Gateway Determination to
facilitate the preparation of an analysis.

This planning proposal has been prepared to explain the intended effect of the proposed
amendment to the Singleton Local Environmental Plan 2013 and sets out the justification for

making that amendment.

Pursuant to Section 58 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, Council
may, at any time, vary the proposal as a consequence of its consideration of any submission
or report during community consultation or for any other reason. It may also, at any time,

request the Minister to determine that the matters not proceed.

This planning proposal (version: 1.2) has been reviewed by the Manager Development and

Environmental Services and deemed suitable for the purposes of gateway determination.
s

e — e e
"J/f = \\T—-___,_____

;;Gin&Ha“m”ﬂfdn-Avé}; Mary-Anne Crawford

Strategic Land Use Planner Manager Development and
Environmental Services
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APPENDIX:

ANNEX A - Planning

proposal

assessment

Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP’s)

against  State

SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
SEPP No. 1 - Makes development N/A Clause 1.9(2) of the
Development Standards standards more flexible. Singleton Local
It allows councils to Environmental Plan
approve a development 2013 excludes
proposal that does not application of the SEPP
comply with a set to the land.
standard where this can
be shown to be . )
orressorable or e e
unnecessary.
the proposal.
SEPP No. 14 - Coastal Provides for the N/A The LEP amendment
Wetlands preservation and proposal does not relate
protection of coastal to coastal wetlands.
wetlands.
Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP 19 - Bushland in  proyides for the N/A The SEPP does not
Urban Areas protection and apply to the Singleton
preservation of bushland LGA.
in urban areas within
;?2:;” logaljgpvergmgnt Consistency with the
) SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 21 - Caravan Ensures that where N/A The LEP amendment
Parks caravan parks or proposal does not relate
camping grounds are to a movable dwelling
permitted under an proposal, caravan park
environmental planning or camping ground.
instrument, movable
dwellings, as defined in . .
Act 1993, are also the oroposal
permitted. The policy prop )
ensures that

development consent is
required for new
caravan parks and
camping grounds and
for additional long-term
sites in existing caravan
parks. It also enables,
with the council's
consent, long-term sites
in caravan parks to be
subdivided by leases of
up to 20 years
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
SEPP No. 26 - Littoral Provides for the N/A The LEP amendment
Rainforests preservation of specific proposal does not relate
littoral rainforest areas to littoral  rainforest
identified on the areas identified on the
technical map series for technical map series for
the SEPP. the SEPP.
Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 30 - Intensive Requires development N/A The LEP amendment
Agriculture consent for cattle proposal does not relate
feedlots having a to a cattle feedlot,
capacity of 50 or more piggery or composting
catle  or  piggeries facility.
having a capacity of 200
or more pigs. The policy . .
sets out information and gggﬂsinﬁg’t r;\llét\r/]antﬂ:g
public notification the proposal
requirements to ensure prop '
there are effective
planning control over
this export-driven rural
industry. The policy
does not alter if, and
where, such
development is
permitted, or the
functions of the consent
authority.
SEPP No. 33 - Hazardous Requires specified N/A The LEP amendment
and Offensive matters to be proposal does not relate
Development considered for proposals to 'potentially hazardous'
that are ‘'potentially or 'potentially offensive’
hazardous' or development.
'‘potentially offensive’' as
cgingd in‘the policys Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 36 - Helps establish well- N/A The LEP amendment
Manufactured Home designed and properly proposal does not relate
Estates serviced manufactured to a manufactured home
home estates in suitable estate.
locations.
Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 44 - Koala Encourages the Yes The site does not
Habitat Protection conservation and contain established
management of natural trees to constitute

vegetation areas that

potential koala habitat.
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
provide habitat  for
koalas  to  ensure Consistency with the
permanent  free-living SEPP is not relevant to
populations  will  be the proposal.
maintained over their
present range.
SEPP No. 47 — Moore Provides for the N/A The LEP amendment
Park Showground redevelopment of Moore proposal does not relate
Park Showground to Moore Park
(Sydney) in a manner Showground as
that is consistent with its identified on the
status as an area of technical map series for
importance for State and the SEPP.
regional planning in New
Settiyiales Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 50 - Canal Bans new canal estates N/A The LEP amendment
Estates from the date of proposal does not relate
gazettal, to ensure to a canal estate.
coastal and aquatic
environments are not : )
sfcted by " thee
developments
the proposal.
SEPP No. 52 - Farm Requires development N/A The LEP amendment
Dams and Other Works in consent  for  certain proposal does not relate
Land and Water artificial waterbodies to land identified on the
Management Plan Areas  (carried out under farm technical map series for
plans to implement land the SEPP.
and water management
plans) for land identified . .
on e tecinical map o renin
series for the SEPP,
the proposal.
SEPP No. 55 - Contains state-wide N/A According to the study
Remediation of Land planning controls for the information for the LEP
remediation of amendment  proposal,
contaminated land. The the site does not contain
policy requires councils contaminated
to be notified of all land/potentially
remediation proposals contaminated land.
and requires lodgement
?;zoni:gormangpopos;?; Consistency with the
where the history of use tShEPI:olsonolt Feiovant 1o
of land is unknown or € proposal.
knowledge incomplete.
SEPP No. 62 - Encourages the N/A The LEP amendment
Sustainable Aquaculture sustainable expansion proposal does not relate

of aquaculture in NSW.

to aquaculture.

Consistency with the
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 64 - Aims to ensure that N/A The LEP amendment
Advertising and Signage outdoor advertising is proposal does not relate
compatible  with the to advertising or
desired amenity and signage.
visual character of an
area, provides effective . .
suitable locations and is the proposal
of high quality design prop ;
and finish.
SEPP No. 65 - Design Raises the design N/A The LEP amendment
Quality of Residential Flat quality of residential flat proposal does not relate
Development development across the to residential flat
state through the development.
application of a series of
desngn pringiples. Consistency with the
Proyides for the SEPP is not relevant to
establishment of Design the proposal
Review Panels to prop )
provide independent
expert advice to councils
on the merit  of
residential flat
development.
SEPP No. 70 - Affordable Provides for revised N/A The LEP amendment
Housing (Revised affordable housing proposal does not relate
Schemes) provisions to be inserted to land identified on the
into environmental technical map series for
planning instruments for the SEPP.
certain land within the
CR;;Z?;?: Metropolitan Consistency with the
) SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP No. 71 - Coastal Provides for the N/A The LEP amendment
Protection preservation and proposal does not relate
protection of land within to land within the coastal
the coastal zone. zone.
Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP (Affordable Rental Provides incentives for N/A The LEP amendment

Housing) 2009

new affordable rental
housing, facilitates the
retention of existing
affordable rentals, and
expands the role of not-
for-profit providers

proposal does not relate
to affordable rental
housing.

Consistency with the
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SEPP

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

Ensures consistency in
the implementation of
BASIX throughout the
State by overriding
competing provisions in
other environmental
planning instruments
and development control
plans, and specifying
that SEPP 1 does not
apply in relation to any
development standard
arising under BASIX.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to implementation of the
BASIX scheme.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP (Building
Sustainability Index:
BASIX) 2004

SEPP  (Exempt and

Complying Development
Codes) 2008

Provides exempt and
complying development
codes that have State-
wide application.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to implementation of the
exempt and complying
development codes.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP  (Housing  for
Seniors or People with a
Disability) 2004

Encourage the
development of high
quality accommodation
for our ageing
population and  for
people who have
disabilities - housing that
is in keeping with the
local neighbourhood.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to housing for seniors or
people with a disability.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP
2007

(Infrastructure)

Provides greater
flexibility in the location
of infrastructure and
service facilities along
with improved regulatory
certainty and efficiency.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not affect
implementation of the
Infrastructure SEPP.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP (Integration and
Repeals) 2016

Repeals certain
Regional Environmental
Plans and State

Environmental Planning
Policies.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to the repeal of any
Regional Environmental
Plans or State
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
Environmental Planning
Policies.
Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP (Kosciuszko Provides for the N/A The LEP amendment
National Park—Alpine protection and proposal does not relate
Resorts) 2007 enhancement of alpine to land identified on the
resorts in that part of the technical map series for
Kosciuszko National the SEPP.
Park identified on the
:ﬁghsnlnzcgllamap Eeriossiar Consistency with the
) SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP (Kurnell Peninsula) Through application of N/A The LEP amendment
1989 appropriate proposal does not relate
development controls, to land identified on the
provides for the technical map series for
protection of the natural the SEPP.
environment of the
Kurnell Peninsula (within Consistency with the
the Shire of Sutherland) SEPP is ngt relevant to
as identified on the th |
technical map series for € proposal.
the SEPP.
SEPP (Mining, Petroleum Provides for the proper Yes The LEP amendment
Production and Extractive management and proposal does not relate
Industries) 2007 development of mineral, to an extractive industry
petroleum and extractive proposal.
material resources for
\t/\r/]:IfZ?:Is:’ t::;]r;dsetg?;omlc The information lodged
for the proposal
demonstrates
consistency with the
SEPP.
SEPP (Miscellaneous Contains miscellaneous N/A The LEP amendment
Consent Provisions) 2007  provisions relating to proposal does not affect
matters such as the implementation of the
subdivision of land, the Miscellaneous Consent
erection of a building, Provisions SEPP.
the demolition of a
building and the erection Consistency with the
of temporary structures. SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP (Penrith Lakes Through application of N/A The LEP amendment

Scheme) 1989

appropriate

development  controls,
provides for the
protection of the natural

proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP.
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
environment and
environmental heritage Consistency with the
on land identified on the SEPP is not relevant to
technical map series for the proposal.
the SEPP (Penrith
Lakes).

SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008 Contains rural planning Yes The LEP amendment
principles and rural proposal relates to land
subdivision  principles, within an existing rural
which must be taken zone.
into consideration before
developing rural land. . .
Provides for rural land to ;The ﬂ!\nformatlon Ilogged
be subdivided below the oF WS piopeca’ Sow
minimum lot size for ot ist dem_?rr:str?r;te
subdivision  for  the g%n;::,s ency  wi ©
purpose of primary :
production.

SEPP (State and Confers functions on N/A The LEP amendment

Regional Development) joint regional planning proposal does not relate

2011 panels to determine to functions conferred
development on joint regional
applications for relevant planning panels.

State Significant

Development, State . .
Significant Infrastructure (s)grl;s‘:l’sggn:gt r:llclat\r/]anttﬁ
and Critical State the broposal

Significant € prop )
Infrastructure.

SEPP (State Significant Facilitates the N/A The LEP amendment

Precincts) 2005 development, proposal does not relate
redevelopment and to land within an existing
protection of important or  proposed State
urban, coastal and significant precinct.
regional sites of
economic, . .
environmental or social g;gsl:',sgzn:gt r;\llg\r/]antﬂg
significance to the State, th |
so as to facilitate the e Popasal.
orderly use,
development or
conservation of those
State significant
precincts for the benefit
of the State.

SEPP (Sydney Drinking Through application of N/A The LEP amendment

Water Catchment) 2011

appropriate assessment
and approval provision,

provides for the
protection of the Sydney
drinking water

catchment as identified
on the technical map
series for the SEPP.

proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

29|Page



SEPP

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

SEPP (Sydney Region
Growth Centres) 2006

Provides for the
coordinated release of
land for residential,
employment and other
urban development in
the North West and
South  West growth
centres of the Sydney
Region as identified on
the technical map series
for the SEPP.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP (Three Ports) 2013

Provides a coordinated
and consistent approach
to the development and

re-development of
certain land at Port
Botany, Port Kembla

and the Port of
Newcastle (as identified
on the technical map
series for the SEPP) for
port purposes.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP (Urban Renewal)
2010

Establishes a process
for  assessing and
identifying  sites as
urban renewal precincts,
to facilitate the orderly
and economic
development and
redevelopment of sites
in and around urban
renewal precincts, and
to facilitate delivery of
the objectives of any
applicable government
State, regional or
metropolitan strategies
connected with the
renewal of urban areas
that are accessible by
public transport.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land within an existing
or proposed urban
renewal precinct.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

State Environmental
Planning Policy
(Vegetation in Non-Rural
Areas) 2017

Aims to protect the
biodiversity values of
trees and other
vegetation in non-rural
areas of NSW and
preserve the amenity of
such areas through the
preservation of trees
and other vegetation.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal relates to land
within a zone to which
the SEPP applies.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.

SEPP (Western Sydney
Employment Area) 2009

Provides for the co-
ordinated planning and
development of land in
the Western Sydney

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
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SEPP Overview Applicable Consistency
Employment Area as the SEPP.
identified on the
Eﬁghggs:amap Serias for Consistency with the
’ SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
SEPP (Western Sydney Provides for N/A The LEP amendment

Parklands) 2009

development of the land
identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP into multi-use
urban parkland for the
region of western
Sydney.

proposal does not relate
to land identified on the
technical map series for
the SEPP.

Consistency with the
SEPP is not relevant to
the proposal.
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ANNEX B -
117(2) Ministerial Directions

Planning proposal assessment against section

Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency

1. Employment and Resources

1.1 Business and Applies to planning N/A The LEP amendment
Industrial Zones  proposals affecting existing proposal does not relate

or proposed business or to land within an
industrial zone land. existing or proposed
By requiring consistency business or industrial
with the objectives of the Zone.

direction, retention of areas

of business and industrial Consistency with the
zoned land, protection of direction is not relevant
floor space potential, and/or to the proposal.
justification under a relevant

strategy/study; the direction

seeks to protect

employment land in

business and industrial

zones, encourage

employment growth in

suitable  locations  and

support the viability of

identified centres.

1.2  Rural Zones Provides for protection of Yes The LEP amendment
the agricultural production proposal relates to land
value of rural land by within an existing rural
requiring planning proposals zone.
to be justified by a relevant
strategy or study if they B ) .
seek to rezone rural zoned Lnassumgf:r: |Ir(1)f(§)rg1 datnc:g
land to a residential, adequatel gassess
business, industrial, village congisteng with the
or tourist zone or increase direction y
the permissible density of '
rural (except RUS5) zoned
land.

1.3  Mining, Seeks to ensure that the N/A The LEP amendment
Petroleum future extraction of State or proposal does not seek
Production and regionally significant to implement provisions
Extractive reserves of coal, other that would prohibit or
Industries minerals, petroleum and restrict the potential

extractive materials is not
compromised by
inappropriate development.

development/mining of

coal, mineral or
petroleum resources or
other extractive
materials of
State/regional
significance.

The information lodged
for the proposal
demonstrates
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Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency
consistency with the
direction.

1.4  Oyster Provides for the protection N/A The LEP amendment

Aquaculture of priority oyster proposal does not relate
aquaculture areas and to a priority aquaculture
surrounds from land uses area.
that may adversely impact
upon water quality and . )
consequently, on the health (?i(r)g:tlisc‘)tr?r:(s:yno:vg]lev;hni
of oysters and oyster to the proposal
consumers. '

1.5 Rural Lands Applies to planning Yes The LEP amendment
proposals relating to proposal relates to land
existing or proposed rural or within an existing rural
environmental protection zone.
zoned land and proposals
that seek to change the i .
minimum lot size for ;I'hetrl]nformation Ilogged
subdivision of such land. oF UIS RrofaSdl COSS

. not demonstrate
By requiring consistency consistency with the
with the rural planning direction.
principles and rural
subdivision principles of
SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008
or justification under a
relevant strategy, the
direction seeks to protect
the agricultural production
value of rural land and
facilitate the orderly and
economic development of
rural lands for rural and
related purposes.

2. Environment and Heritage

21 Environment Applies to planning Yes The LEP amendment

Protection Zones proposals affecting land proposal relates to land

environment
zone or land
identified for
protection

within an
protection
otherwise
environment
purposes.

Provides for the protection
and conservation of
environmentally  sensitive
areas, by ensuring that
planning proposals do not
reduce the environmental
protection standards
applying to such land unless
it is suitably justified by a
relevant strategy or study or
is of minor significance in
the opinion of the Secretary

within a
environmental
protection zone.

proposed

The information lodged
for the proposal does
not demonstrate
consistency with the
direction.

33|Page



Ministerial Direction

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

of the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate)..

2.2

Coastal
Protection

Applies to land within a
coastal zone, as defined in
the Coastal Protection Act
1979.

The direction seeks to
implement the principles of
the NSW Coastal Policy by
requiring relevant planning
proposals to be consistent
with the NSW Coastal
Policy, the Coastal Design
Guidelines and the NSW
Coastline Management
Manual or that they be
suitably justified under a
relevant strategy or study or
be of minor significance in
the opinion of the Secretary
of the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate).

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land within a coastal
zZone.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

23

Heritage
Conservation

Requires relevant planning
proposals to contain
provisions to facilitate the
conservation of items,
areas, objects and places of
environmental heritage
significance and indigenous
heritage significance.

N/A

According to the study
information for the LEP
amendment proposal,
the site does not

contain any heritage
items/places. The
Singleton Local
Environmental Plan
2013 contains

provisions that facilitate
the conservation of
heritage.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

24

Recreation
Vehicle Areas

Seeks to protect land with
significant conservation
values and other sensitive
land from being developed
for the purposes of
recreation vehicle areas,
unless they are suitably
justified under a relevant
strategy or study or
considered to be of minor
significance in the opinion of
the Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not seek
to enable land to be
developed for the

purposes of a
recreational vehicle
area.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.
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Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency

delegate).

2.5 Application of E2 Applies to the local N/A The LEP amendment
and E3 Zones government areas of proposal does not relate
and Ballina, Byron, Kyogle, to land within the local
Environmental Lismore and Tweed. government areas of
Overlays in Far Requires planning Ballina, Byron, Kyogle,
North Coast proposals that seek to Lismore or Tweed.
LEPs introduce or alter an E2 or

E3 zone into a relevant LEP Consistency with the
to be consistent with the direction is not relevant
Northern Councils E Zone to the proposal.
Review Final

Recommendations, except

where considered to be of

minor significance in the

opinion of the Secretary of

the NSW Department of

Planning and Environment

(or nominated delegate).

3. Housing, Infrastructure and Urban Development

3.1 Residential Applies to planning N/A The LEP amendment
Zones proposals affecting existing proposal does not relate

or proposed residential to land within an
zoned land or other zoned existing or proposed
land upon, which significant residential zone or land
residential development is upon which significant
or will be permitted. residential development
Requires relevant planning is or will be permitted.
proposals to include

provisions that encourage Consistency with the
housing development, direction is not relevant
ensures satisfactory to the proposal.
arrangements for servicing

infrastructure and will not

reduce the permissible

residential density of land;

unless it is suitably justified

under a relevant strategy or

study or is of minor

significance in the opinion of

the Secretary of the NSW

Department of Planning and

Environment (or nominated

delegate).

3.2 Caravan Parks Applies to planning N/A The LEP amendment
and proposals that seek to proposal does not seek
Manufactured identify  suitable  zones to identify suitable
Home Estates and/or locations  and/or zones andfor locations

provisions for caravan parks
or manufactured home
estates (excludes certain
land reserved or dedicated
under the Crown Lands Act
1989 National Parks and

and/or provisions for
caravan parks or
manufactured home
estates.

Consistency with the
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Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency
Wildlife Act 1974). direction is not relevant
Provides for a variety of to the proposal.
housing types and
opportunities for caravan
parks and manufactured
home estates, through
application of requirements
for relevant planning
proposals.

3.3 Home Requires home occupations Yes The LEP amendment

Occupations to be permissible without proposal does not affect
development consent in the permissibility of
dwelling houses under the home occupations in
relevant provisions of a dwelling houses.
planning proposal, except
where, in the opinion of the . .
Secretary 'of e’ NSW
Department of Planning and to th |
Environment (or nominated 0 the proposal.
delegate), it is considered to
be of minor significance.

3.4 Integrating Land Requires planning N/A The LEP amendment
Use and proposals, which seek to proposal does not seek
Transport create, alter or remove a to create, alter or

zone or provision relating to remove a zone or
urban land (including land provision relating to
zoned for residential, urban land.

business, industrial, village

or tourist purposes), to be . .
consistent with the aims, g?gc?t'is:r?r;:ynorv:g}ev;hni
objectives and principles of to th |
'Improving Transport Choice 0 the proposal.

— Guidelines for planning

and development' and 'The

Right Place for Business

and Services — Planning

Policy’ or that they be

suitably justified under a

relevant strategy or study or

be of minor significance in

the opinion of the Secretary

of the NSW Department of

Planning and Environment

(or nominated delegate)..

3.5 Development Applies development criteria N/A The LEP amendment
Near Licensed and consultation proposal does not relate
Aerodromes requirements to planning to land in the vicinity of

proposals that seek to
create, alter or remove a
zone or a provision relating
to land in the vicinity of a
licensed aerodrome.
Inconsistency  with  the
development criteria and/or
consultation  requirements
can be considered if the

a licensed aerodrome.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.
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Ministerial Direction

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

inconsistency is  suitably
justified under a relevant
strategy or study or is of
minor significance in the
opinion of the Secretary of
the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate).

3.6

Shooting Ranges

Requires planning that
proposals not rezone land
adjacent to and/ or adjoining
to an existing shooting
range where it would permit
more intensive land uses
than those that are
permitted under the existing
zone or land uses that are
incompatible with the noise
emitted by the existing
shooting, except where the
proposal is suitably justified
under a relevant strategy or
study or where non-
compliance is of minor
significance in the opinion of
the Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate).

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land adjoining or
adjacent to a shooting
range.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

4,

Hazard and Risk

41

Acid
Soils

Sulfate

Requires the provisions of
planning proposals must be
consistent with the Acid
Sulfate  Soils  Planning
Guidelines and other such
relevant provisions provided
by the Director-General of
the Department of Planning,
except where the proposal
is suitably justified under a
relevant strategy or study or
where non-compliance is of
minor significance in the
opinion of the Secretary of
the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate).

N/A

According to the study
information for the LEP
amendment proposal,
the site does not
contain acid sulfate
soils/potential acid
sulfate soils.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

42

Mine Subsidence

and
Land

Unstable

Applies requirements to
planning proposals that
would have the effect of
permitting development on
land within a proclaimed

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land identified as
being unstable by a
known study, strategy
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Ministerial Direction Overview

Applicable

Consistency

Mine Subsidence District,
except where the proposal
is suitably justified under a
relevant strategy or study or
where non-compliance is of
minor significance in the
opinion of the Secretary of
the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate).

or other assessment.
The site is not within a
designated mine
subsidence district.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

4.3 Flood Prone Applies requirements for N/A The LEP amendment
Land planning proposals that proposal does not relate
seek to create, remove or to flood prone land
alter a zone or a provision within the meaning of
that affects flood prone land the NSW Government's
except where non- 'Floodplain
compliance is of minor Deveiopment  Manual
significance in the opinion of 2005'".
the Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and . .
Environment (or nominated C_onss_sterpy Wit the
direction is not relevant
delegate).
to the proposal.

44 Planning for Applies requirements for N/A The LEP amendment
Bushfire planning proposals affecting proposal does not relate
Protection land mapped as being to bushfire prone land.

bushfire prone land (or land

in proximity to such land); . .
exceRt Wwhere s cci:i(r)gstli?)tr? ni:ynorv :g}ev;hnei
Commissioner of the NSW o th |
Rural Fire Service has 0 the proposal.
issued written advice to

Council that,

notwithstanding the

noncompliance with the

requirements; the NSW

Rural Fire Service does not

object to progression of the

planning proposal.

5. Regional Planning

5.1 Implementation Applies to planning N/A The LEP amendment
of Regional proposals affecting land to proposal does not relate
Strategies which the South Coast to land to which the

Regional Strategy South Coast Regional

(excluding land in the
Shoathaven LGA) and
Sydney-Canberra Corridor
Regional Strategy apply.

Requires that relevant
planning  proposals be
consistent with the relevant
regional strategy, except
where, in the opinion of the
Secretary of the NSW

Strategy or Sydney—

Canberra Corridor
Regional Strategy
apply.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.
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Ministerial Direction

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate); the inconsistency
is considered to be of minor
significance and the intent
of the strategy is not
undermined.

52

Sydney Drinking

Water

Catchments

Applies requirements to
planning proposals affecting
land within the Sydney
Drinking Water Catchment
for the purposes of
protecting water quality,
except where, in the opinion
of the Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate); non-compliance
with the requirements of the
direction is considered to be
of minor significance.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land within the
Sydney Drinking Water
Catchment.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

53

Farmland
State
Regional

of
and

Significance on
the NSW Far
North Coast

Requires that planning
proposals not rezone
certain land, within the NSW
Far North Coast, identified
as State Significant
Farmland, Regionally
Significant Farmland or
significant  non-contagious
farmland for urban or rural-
residential purposes, except
where, in the opinion of the
Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate); consistency with
the North Coast Regional
Plan 2036 and Section 4 of
the report titled Northern
Rivers Farmland Protection
Project - Final
Recommendations,
(February 2005), would be
achieved.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land within the NSW
Far North Coast.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

5.4

Commercial and

Retail

Development
along the Pacific

Highway,
Coast

North

Applies requirements to
planning proposals that
affect land that is traversed
by the Pacific Highway,
within the Port Stephens
and Tweed Shire Council
LGA's, to (inter-alia) protect
the function of the highway
and manage commercial
and retail development
along the highway except
where, in the opinion of the

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land traversed by the
Pacific Highway.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.
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Ministerial Direction

Overview

Applicable

Consistency

Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate); non-compliance
with the requirements of the
direction is considered to be
of minor significance.

Note: Directions 5.5 — 5.7 have been repealed.

5.8

Second Sydney Provides

Airport:

Badgerys Creek

that  planning
proposal must not contain
provisions, that  would
permit the carrying out of
development which could
hinder the potential for
development of a Second
Sydney Airport at Badgerys
Creek, unless the
provision(s) are suitably
justified under a relevant
strategy or study or
considered to be of minor
significance in the opinion of
the Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate).

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land at Badgerys
Creek.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

59

North West Rail

Link

Corridor

Strategy

Provides that planning
affecting land located within
the North West Rail Link
(NWRL) Corridor must be
consistent with the NWRL
Corridor Strategy and the
objectives of the direction,
except where the proposal
is suitably justified under a
relevant strategy or study or
where non-compliance is of
minor significance in the
opinion of the Secretary of
the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate).

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land located within
the North West Rail
Link Corridor.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

5.10

Implementation

of
Plans

Regional

Requires that planning
proposals be consistent with
relevant regional strategies
released by the Minister for
Planning, except where, in
the opinion of the Secretary
of the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate); the
inconsistency is considered
to be of minor significance
and the intent of the
strategy is not undermined.

Yes

The Hunter
Plan 2036 (HRP)
applies to the LEP
amendment proposal.

Regional

Insufficient information
has been lodged to
adequately assess

consistency with the
direction.
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Ministerial Direction Overview

Applicable

Consistency

6.

Local Plan Making

6.1

Approval and Applies requirements for
Referral planning proposals, which
Requirements seek to incorporate
provisions into a Local
Environmental Plan (LEP)
that require concurrence,
consultation or development
application referral to a
minister or public authority.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not seek
to incorporate
provisions into the
instrument that require
concurrence,
consultation or
development
application referral to a
minister or  public
authority.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

6.2

Reserving Land Applies requirements to

for Public planning proposals which

Purposes seek to create, alter or
reduce existing zonings or
reservations of land for
public purposes.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not seek
to create, alter or
reduce existing zonings
or reservations of land
for public purposes.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

6.3

Site Specific Applies requirements for
Provisions planning proposals seeking
to incorporate provisions
into an environmental
planning instrument so as to

amend another
environmental planning
instrument.

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not seek
to incorporate
provisions into  the
instrument that would
amend another
environmental planning
instrument.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.

Metropolitan Planning

Implementation Requires that relevant
of the planning proposals be
Metropolitan consistent with the NSW
Plan for Sydney Government's ‘A Plan for
2036 Growing Sydney  (Dec
2014), except where, in the
opinion of the Secretary of
the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment
(or nominated delegate); the

N/A

The LEP amendment
proposal does not relate
to land to which the
NSW Government's ‘A
Plan for Growing
Sydney’ (Dec 2014)
applies.

Consistency with the
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Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency
inconsistency is considered direction is not relevant
to be of minor significance to the proposal.
and the intent of the
strategy is not undermined.

7.2 Implementation Provides that planning N/A The LEP amendment
of Greater proposals affecting land proposal does not relate
Macarthur Land located within the Greater to land within the
Release Macarthur Land Release Greater Macarthur Land
Investigation Investigation  Area, as Release Investigation

identified in the Preliminary Area.

Strategy; must be

consistent with the Consistency  with  the
Preliminary Strategy, except direction isynot relevant
where, in the opinion of the to the proposal
Secretary of the NSW prop )
Department of Planning and

Environment (or nominated

delegate); the inconsistency

is considered to be of minor

significance and the intent

of the strategy is not

undermined.

7.3 Parramatta Provides for the incremental N/A The LEP amendment
Road Corridor transformation and proposal does not relate
Urban development of land to land identified on the
Transformation identified on the Parramatta Parramatta Road
Strategy Road Corridor Map (on Corridor Map of the

pages 14 and 15) contained Parramatta Road
in the Parramatta Road Corridor Urban
Corridor Urban Transformation
Transformation Strategy Strategy.
(November, 2016), where
consistent with the strategy . .
and associated corridor gicr):cstliztr?nigynorv:g}ev;hni
implementation toolkit.

to the proposal.

74 Implementation Requires that relevant N/A The LEP amendment
of North West planning proposals be proposal does not relate
Priority Growth consistent with the North to land to which the
Area Land Use West Land Use and North West Land Use
and Infrastructure Strategy, and Infrastructure
infrastructure except where, in the opinion Strategy applies.
Implementation  of the Secretary of the NSW
Plan Department of Planning and Consistency with  the

Sropment (CF iMenjinates direction isynot relevant
delegate); the inconsistency to the proposal
is considered to be of minor 0 he prop '
significance and the intent
of the strategy is not
undermined.

7.5 Implementation Requires that relevant N/A The LEP amendment

of Greater
Parramatta

Priority  Growth
Area Interim
Land Use and

planning  proposals be
consistent with the Greater
Parramatta Priority Growth
Area Interim Land Use and
Infrastructure

proposal does not relate
to land to which the
Greater Parramatta
Priority Growth Area
Interim Land Use and

42 |Page



Ministerial Direction Overview Applicable Consistency
Infrastructure Implementation Plan except Infrastructure
implementation where, in the opinion of the Implementation Plan
Plan Secretary of the NSW applies.

Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated Consistency  with  the
delegate); the inconsistency direction i y
) ) : irection is not relevant
is considered to be of minor % HHE.BIOBESa]
significance and the intent prop '
of the strategy is not
undermined.

7.6  Implementation  Requires that relevant N/A The LEP amendment

of Wilton Priority

Growth Area
Interim Land
Use and
Infrastructure

Implementation
Plan

planning  proposals be
consistent with the Wilton
Priority Growth Area Interim
Land Use and Infrastructure
Implementation Plan except
where, in the opinion of the
Secretary of the NSW
Department of Planning and
Environment (or nominated
delegate); the inconsistency
is considered to be of minor
significance and the intent
of the strategy is not
undermined.

proposal does not relate
to land to which the
Wilton Priority Growth
Area Interim Land Use
and Infrastructure
Implementation Plan
applies.

Consistency with the
direction is not relevant
to the proposal.
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ANNEX C - EXPLANATORY MAPS

Site Identification Map
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Figure 1: Site Identification Map
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Site Locality Map
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Figure 2: Site Locality Map
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Current Zoning Map
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Proposed Zoning Map
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Figure 4: Proposed Zoning Map
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Current Lot Size Map
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Figure 5: Current Lot Size Map
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d Lot Size Map
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Figure 6: Proposed Lot Size Map
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Sedgefield Candidate Area
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Figure 7: Sedgefield Candidate Area
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Site Aerial View sim!{ﬁm

Figure 8: Aerial View - Lot 68 and 70
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ANNEX D - DRAFT TECHNICAL LEP MAPS
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Figure 9: Draft Land Zoning Map
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Bushfire Prone Vegetation Map
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Figure 11: Bushfire Prone Land Vegetation Map
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ANNEX E: Sedgefield Master Plan

Refer to separate attachment.
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SEDGEFIELD STRUCTURE PLAN

1.0 Introduction

The Singleton Rural Residential Development Sirategy (Dec 2004) has been prepared in response to
the growing demand for rural residential devel within the Singl Local Government Area

(LGA)

A constraints analysis has been undertaken of the Sedgefield Candidate Area and the Siructure plan
has been prepared and is illuslrated in Figure 15 of this document. This Plan presents concentrated

development enclaves, wilh a reduced development footprint,

This Structure Plan lakes into consideration the econamic, social, aesthetic, environmental and

ol area and id ive means for lhe amelioralion

Population growth in the LGA coupled with the changing patterns of r
resulted in the need lo improve the planning and mar of rural resi ial deve

planning factors in lhe masler pl
of any matters that may be identified as being potenlial restrictions lo the future rural residential

devel tof lhe area

recognition of this need, Singleton Council commissioned Environmenlal Resources N

(ERM) to review previous studies and provide di on new rural residential development

At ils extraordinary meeting held on the 18" July, 2005, Singieton Council resolved to adopt the
Singleton Rural Residential Development Strategy and request endorsemenl from the Department of
Planning. In February 2006, Singleton Shire Council received written confirmation from lhe
Department of Planning (DoP), that it would issue a condilional endorsement of the Singleton Rural

Residential Development Strategy.

There was however, a requirement for Singlelon Council to prepare a Struclure Pian for the
Sedgefield Candidate Area. It was lherefore recommended that Council accept the endorsement of
the Strategy with Ihe deferment of the Sedgelield Candidate Area, pending complelion of the

required masler planning

Two of the major landholders wilhin the Sedgefield Candidate Area (Hardle Singleton Ply Lid and Mr

U end Mrs J Windt) had previously lodged rezoning submissi and development applications for
the subdivision of their respective parcels of land. Further to he requirement from the Department of
Planning to maslerplan the area, Singleton Council was approached by lhese landholders lo carry
out this task in accordance with DoP requirements. As a result of this request, HDB Town Planning

and Design was engaged lo undertake the preparalion of the Structure Plan

The Rezoning Submissions previously lodged with Singleton Council, had been prepared using
sacial / ic / employ , Bush

information galhered from several bassline studies i

Fire Threat Assessment, Traffic and Transport, Ecology, Archasology and Preliminary Effluent

pertinent to

Disposal, as well as consultation with relevant go ies, It was th
utilise lhe recommendations of lhese previous reports in lhe preparation of this Slructure Plan, Since
the lodgement of these previous studies, further invesligations have also been carried out in relation
to the vegetation communilies on the site, lo resolve some anomalies bstwesn lhe two reporls

previously presented
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The process has evolved as a coherent framework for future developmenl, acknowledging the

significant and important role and (he natural and built i have in ulti y
lhe location and success of such development. The Concept Plan was compleled and forwarded to
Council in June 2007. After advertisement and discussion with Council officars, minor amendments
have been made to complete lhe Structure Plan in December 2008 and January 2009

The main function and objeclives of this planning process are:

» toidentify lhe extent and capability of lhe site and develop the land within its polential;

+ lo identify legal requirements for the development of the site and which may affect the wider
region; and

» lo investigate and describe significant conslraints in terms of social, economic and
environmenlal issues, and achieve the desired outcomes of a development that is

ecologically sustainable

WHY A STRUCTURE PLAN?

A Structure Plan is a useful strategic planning tool to ensure that a new community
is well planned. It provides for a logical framework for development and allows the
attributes of the study ares, including the natural environment and special features
of the area, to determine the most appropriate locations for future development, [t
supports a proactive approach allowing Council to control future development by
providing clear guidance to landowners and developers

The Structure Plan will encourage forward planning and implementation of
infrastructure such as roads, services and community facilities, which are integrated
with existing services and facilities and coordinated with the growth and relsase of

new rural residential areas.
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2.0 Background to the Study Area

Rural residential development is an important lIfestyle option that offers a unique residential
experience lhat is qulte different to those found in urban centres (DUAP 1995). This Structure Plan
has been prepared to demonstrate the ability to re-define an exisling rural residential community, so
as to provide a unique and well planned use of this land resource

Forward

and the provision of lhe y i Ire, luding roads, services and

planning for community facilities, have been an important consideration in the preparation of this
documenl. Development of this Struclure Plan has involved the identification of both opportunities

and constrainis. Tha planning process has i d the most dd and

ppropriate way to

resolve primary conslralnts to achieve lhe best oulcome for Ihis site.

Rural residentlal development refers lo land in a rural setting, used and developed for dwellings that
are not primarily associaled wilh agricullure. Some agriculture may take place on the land however,
It will be ancillary to the use for a dwelling. It is likely lo be carried on for “lifestyle” reasons and is

source of

unllkely lo provide a \d income. Rural residential land is typically also

used for non-agriculture home and large g These lots are larger lhan typical

residential lots, but are loo small for agricultural use.

Living In rural areas is a popular alternallve lo urban living and a legilimate lifestyle choice.

However, rural resldential can have ic costs that are

tal, soclal and
significantly higher Ihan those of standard urban development. Landuse conflicts between
id | should be minimised

Rural residential development must be planned to show how it relates to, or is supported by, the

agricultural aclivities and the amenity of rurat

oxisting urban development

B of its primaril
lhe normal services and i ided in urban

ial function, rural residential development requires access to most of

Typically, it can also generate
urban residentlal amenity expectations
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Lacated in the cenlre of lhe Hunter Valley region
of New Soulh Wales, Singleton enjoys a
pleasant lifestyle with a moderate climate. The
busy commercial centre supports a vibrant
industrial sector which is based largely on coal
mining and electricity generation.

Eighteen {18) Coal Mines produce around 70
milllon tonnes of coal per year and two large
power stations 35 kms north of Singleton town
cenire can produce over 4600 megawalls of
power.

There are well established market gardens, a
large dairy and beef catlle sector along with a
newly emerging mushroom industry. The Wine
and Tourism industry ie part of Hunter Valley
Wine Counlry which is well known around lhe

world

Singlaton Infantry Cenlre is a major contributor

to the training of defence personnel in Australia.
The Lone Pine Barracks form part of the training
regime for all infantry lroops in the Australian
Amy.
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The centre has approximately 300 permanent
Ao slaff and is equipped to meet lhe lraining nesds

of a modern army.

A training and firing range of 14,000 hectares
'i forms part of the base and lhis area is utilised
i on a daily basis

The defence forces and the community are well
integrated and Singleton Infantry Centre is a
vital part of the econamic and social fabric of the

area.

The Town of Singleton is well supporied wilth
modern schools and hoalth services and the local
Council provides a range of faciliies such as
Library, Swim and Fitness centre, Youth Centre
and Senior Cilizens Cenlre.

Wilh low unemploymenl and a strong industrial
base Singleton provides a lifestyle that is

attracling many lo the area assuring long term

prosperity for the region
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3.0 Location of the Study Area

The Sedgefield Candidate Area has a lotal area of some 930 ha and is located approximately 6km
North East of Singlslon town cenlre. The site is currently held in some 50 separale titles, allhough it

is noled thal three landholders currently own the majority of lhe undeveloped areas,

Develop Strategy (2005)
and Singleton Land Use Strategy 2008 as an area lhat is suitable for rezoning from 1(a) Rural, to

This area has been identified in Singleton Council’s Rural f

Environmental Living

The Sedgefield Candidate Area is well located in terms of road access, The main road running

lhrough the area is Gresford Road, which crosses the area in an east/west direclion

Gresford Road provides direct access with lhe town of Singleton, some 6km lo he wesl and is a dual

carriageway main road (MR128).

The Candidate Area is located wilhin a 10 minute drive to lhe town of Singleton, which offers a full

suite of social infraslructure including edt | institutions, shopping cenlres, hospital and medical
facilities and recreational areas. Singleton is also welf suited for employment opportunities for

residents.

Due to past agricultural practices, approxi ly 50% of the Candidate Area is cleared of vegelalion.

The subject area is presenlly used for general grazing purposes and there are a number of small
homesteads siluated lhroughout. Several farm dams have also been constructed over the years for
slock watering. Surrounding land uses remain as general agricuitural and cattle grazing.

The locality and ownership of lhe area is illusirated in the following plans:

Plan 1 - Locality Plan

Plan 2 - Site Aerial

Plan 3 — Existing Ownership
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4.0 Key Opportunities and Constraints

Preparalion of lhe Sedgefield Struclure Plan involved the analysis of lhe sludy area through baseline

studies, consultation with government agencies and the development industry

The following is a summary of the baseline reports. These reports identified opportunilies and
conslraints enabling a final visual represenlation to be produced. All issues that have been idenlilied
have influenced lhe development of the Siructure Plan. Additional detailed information from these

reports can be found in the Rezoning Submissions previously lodged with Singleton Council

4 m theli

This Structure Plan aims lo p an enviror and livable
environment wilh minimal environmental impacts, which will contribute pasitively to the Singleton

Local Government Area anvironmentally, sconomically and socially

\dentificalion of opportunilies and conslrainls from site investigations and specialist reports has

idenlified the following key areas for consideralion

Biodiversity

Salinily and Erosion
Bushfire

Aboriginal Archaeology

. Transport and traffic
Service and Infraslructure

. Community Facililies

©® N> AW N =

Natural Resources

The investigation into lhe above key issues has provided lhe lramework of the Structure Plan basing
guidelines on the attributes of the sile and appropriate management of sensitive areas, Using such
as framework, lhe Structure Plan idenlilies lhe most appropriate locations for future development,

resulting in the ability lo provide cost effective and resource efficient development

To ensure lhat lhis rural residential plan is integrated inlo the local context, it is impartanl thal the
local characterislics are analysed. The Structure Plan has been designed to integrale subdivision
and allolment access; property boundaries; tree preservalion; open space and; potential building

envelopes inlo a rural residenlial design
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4.1 Biodiversity

Harper Somers O'Sullivan Pty Ltd and HLA Envirosciences Pty Ltd have bolh conducted
invesligations over various areas of the Candidate Area. These assessments were primarily
underlaken to principally identify any ecological constraints / opportunities that would require

consideration as part of any landuse planning proposals concerning lhe site.

Ecological constraints have been addressed lhrough lhe preparation of a Flora and Fauna
Assessment, wilh the objective being to respond to lhe different canservalion requirements of

specilic plant and animal species, as well as endangered ecological communities

The lollowing photographs illustrale the typical vegetation over the site.
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The HSO Report covered some 160ha in the narthern area of the subject site and identified lhree
distinct vegetation communities on the site. These communities have been identified as:

» Central Hunter Iron-bark-Spotted Gum Grey Box Forest (CHISGGBF)

e Central Hunter Riparian Forest

» 'Cleared / Mainly Cleared Land

No lhreatened fauna species were recorded on this portion of the site and it is considered hat no

habitat for any such species known from lhe vicinity of the site occurs lhersin,

The habitat presenl throughout this portion of lhe site has been classified as three broad habitat
types; Eucalypt Woodland, Creek lines and Cleared Areas,

Fauna species recorded Ihroughout lhe site during these Investigalions are cansidered typical of the

d were pr i y

habitats present on the site and in the vicinity of Sing Species

common avifauna and lo a lesser extent, nalive and intfroduced mammals,

The HLA Report covered some 90 ha in the southern portion of the C Area. Since the HLA
Report was prepared some years ago {2003}, it was consldered necessary that it should be
reviewed, particularly in relation to changes in current legisiation and addilions to threatened

f llation and logi ities listings, so as to resolve some anomalies betwean

lhe two reporls previously presented.

Because of their signiflcant work and familiarity with this area, HSO Pty Ltd was engaged to
undertake an of the over Lot 209 DP 877391 and Part Lots 204
and 208 DP 839648 (the area covered by lhe previous HLA Report)

The HSO Review idenlifies a total of four vegetation communities over the area as follows:
e Cenlral Hunter Iron-bark-Spotted Gum Grey Box Forest (CHISGGBF)
e Hunter Lowland Redgum Forest (HLRF)
«  Pastuie with scaltorod troes
* Aqualic

The survey did not reveal any threatened flora species or populations on this portion of the site.
Consid 1 of the deli d i

communities (EEC's), revealed that the HLRF is commensurale with Hunler Lowland Redgum
i are not dered lo constitute EEC's.

to conatitute g

Forest, The ining
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The Ecological studles established lhat, the study area has been highly modified over time, and as
d: The bl

such, would be very difficult to rehabilitate to pre-Europ.
present are considered to be poorly represenled consisting of small pockets of fragmented and

of nal encouraging Habitat Enhancement

The ing are lhe

e Loss of biodlversity

o Exlinglion of endemic native species

» Erosion through lack of plant root stabillsation

» Lack of intergenerational equity through destruction of natural habilats and their associated
environment

o Woedi ion and d of natural

Pilan 4 il lhe REMS V Mapping for the wider area, however, ground truthing and

more detailed investigations have been carmied out within the study area, particularly in regard to the

two major land owner's properties, It is considered lhat Pfan 5 is a much more relevant

representalion of the current vegetation communilies
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Response to Structure Plan due to

Biodiversity Issues

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN

possible to maintain a nesting resource for

hollow dwslling species

the area

Maximum retention of habitat, in particular along
creek lines (First Creek in lhe northem section)

» No development should be proposed
along First Creek
» The Structure Plan provides an option for

smaller lootprint

All drainage and runoff into First Creek should be
contralled in terms of Nlow rates and water quality

to ensure lhe environmental integrity of lhis area

All future conslruclion work will require a
Sediment and Erosion Control Plan to be
prepared and approved by Council

in v ion linkages L the site

# Substantial bells of natural vegetalion
have been retained, parlicularly along
significant drainage lines, ridges, and
highly visible areas

To ensure that lhe proposal will not resuit in the
predalion of existing threatened species, the
keeping of domeslic cats wilhin the subdivision
should be prohibited

This can be covered in the future DCP for

the area

Proposed allolments are lo be situated to

maximize retention of bushland

# Allolments can be localed so as to
minimize vegetation clearing

» The Slructure Plan can group open space
in large lots where required

In areas where trees are able lo be removed and
whate some frees ame able lo be retained,
preference to be given lo relaining Ironbark

species

# This can be covered in the future DCP for
the area

Retain native vegelation to ensure exisling

quantity and quality is mainlained or improved.

Lots have been arranged to show that
including APZ's and
roadalservices can bo creatod so as not

dwellings

to result in significant vegetation being
lost,

Areas should be examined for retention
for conservation where no development is
planned. These can be conirolled by

dedicalion or 88B Instruments

Potential habilal linkages should be promoted
babwesn retained habital on site and exiant
areas of vegetation off the site

+ Substantial belts of natural vegelation are
proposed lo be retained, which link to
vegelalion off site

«  Minimum 2ha lots can achiove grouping
of lots lo reduce impact on vegetation and

promote conservallon arsas

Hollow bearing lrees should be retained where

+ This can be covered in the future DCP for

©® HDB Town Planning and Design
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4.2 Soil Structure

Water and soil are limited resources lhat must be maintained in order to preserve lhe environment
The impact of the loss of lhese resources on lhe environment is severe wilh shortages to agricultural
land, potable water and food supply resulting from lhe reduced resources.

Erosion of the soil must be controlled to prevent runoff and silt discharge inlo the drainage system
and waterways. Soll and waler systems are strongly linked to the heallh of the environment and its

inhabitants

Soil stability and contamination are both important considerations for any structure planning process
The geology of Lhe site consists of lhe Branxton Formation, Muree Sandstone and Singleton Coal
Measures, which is characteristed by parent rock consisting of mudstone, lithic sandstone,

ate, mi s sil shale and coal seams.

dgefield Land:

The area falls within the pe Unit and ists generally of yellow Solodic Soils

on the lower slopes and drainage lines, and Black Sololhs occurring on the slopes. Subsurface

condilions consist generally of heavy clays overlying bedrock from 0.7m to greater than 2m in depth

Reporls have been prepared by Douglas Partners Pty Ltd and HLA Envirosciences Pty Ltd,
which include an assessment of the topography of the site, The reports were lodged with the

Rezoning Submissions and Development Applicalions for the site

These reports have found that lhe chemical composilion of the soils does pose some risk of erosion
on steeper slopes and lhis is svident on sile, [t is considered however, that appropriate actions have
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been incamporaled into the Structure Plan and supporiing Development Conirol Plan which can

assist in decreasing existing erosion on site

Overall the site is considered sultable for urban development subject to lhese issues being

addressed

4.2.1 Erosion

“The following is an excerpt as provided in lhe rezoning submission presented by Harper Somers
O’Sullivan,

On the upper slopes adjoining lree clumps, a number of ‘scalded’ areas occur. Such areas will
remain bare unless special altention is given lo iree establishment, through deep ripping to ‘open
the soil surface, and assis! in temporarily removing the effects of iree roots from nearby vegelation,

thereby giving lime for i ofg and lree
The mid-slopes are generally in good condition and where open grazing lands occurs, slope wash
is nol a significant contributor to erosion on site. Judicious stocking is essential to prevent over-
grezing and erosion of these slopes, Not all allotments as proposed in the indicative concept plan

will be suitable for grazing.

Where the mid slopes are timbered, there is very little near surface, understorey vegetation, and

topsoil is generally very thin, making ground surface imp: to minimise soil
of higher volt of soif during storm evenls

movement. This also makes the p
and shrubs in these areas should be encouraged.

more likely. of native g

The gully lines exhibit the most widespread erosion damage. Numerous gully heads occur within
{ of saif to the drainage

each gully and flow line. These will i to i large

system unlil trealed.

Assacialed with the gullies are the dams, which with the exception of the dam at the front of the
property, have all failed as a consequence of tunnelling. This type of erosion, resulting in failure of
dams is usually the result of poor construction techniques. Each dam will require specific

remediation to return them to full capacity.
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Associaled with each dam, is an eroded outlel, the result of outlets from each dam prior lo their
failure by tunnelling. Each outlet will likewise require specific treatment, generally by way of road
grouting, and ‘fluming' to prevent erosion once the dams are lully operational again

Consiruction of Gully Conlrol Slructures for the purposes of erosion control and
rehabilitation of land degradation are exempt from licensing under the Water Act, and
consideration under Harvestable Rights.”

4.2.2 Salinity

The lollowing informalion in relation to dryland salinity has been sourced from the NSW Government
Depariment of Nalural Resources publication, Book 1Dryland Salinity : The Basics.(2005)

Dryland salinity can occur when the water balance in Ihe landscape is changed and salt is mobilised
by groundwater as it rises to the land surface. Groundwater levels rise when the input of water to lhe

groundwater system (recharge) exceeds the amount of groundwater leaving the system (discharge)

Water tables can rise following large inputs of water occurring naturally after successive wet
seasons, decades, or cenluries, or following significant reductions in waler use caused by changes to
Ihe vegetalion cover and its dislribution. The remaval of native vegetation and ils replacement with
agricultural crops and famming practices has resulted in significant change to the water balance in

many areas

1f groundwaler levels remain static, or rising, then salinisation will persist and may expand. To
manage dryland salinity, groundwater levels must be lowered and the equilibrium between waler
inputs and outputs re-established,

The hydrological cycle presented in the following illusiration shows the main elements of the water
cycle involved in the sallnity process
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P I LTS A

Figure 1 The hydrological cycle and salinity processes.

The soil assessment reports prepared by Douglas Partners Pty Ltd and HLA Envirosciences Pty
Ltd, state that there are some areas of saline soil over lhe site, The reports state lhal lhese solls
range from low to moderately saline The soils are prone lo partial dispersion with some

susceptibility to eresion and tunnelling

In May 2003, an inspection of certain areas of the site was conducted by the Department of Natural
Resources for lhe purposes of field tesling salinity mapping that had been conducted by the
Department with Lhe use of aerial photography and the interprelalion of salt tolerant vegelalion lypes.

From this inspection, it would appear that there is a correlalion between |he drainage lines and areas

where salinity issues would need to be considered

In general the areas of avoidance (ie: such as areas L for land ication of

offluent) are where care needs to be exercised in respect of sail sallnity issues
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A meeling was also held with the Catchment Management Authority (Tacal Office) in Seplember
2006. The Aulhority put forward Issues that it 1ce In the g of
salinity. These have been addressed in the Structure Plan as follows.

d to be of imp

The loll g list | the of not reducing sail and water degradalion

¢ Loss of natural resources thal are non-renewable

» Impacts on agricultural systems through changes to bolh soil and water conditions
o Pollution of waterways with scil and other materials from runoff during construction

o Downstream impacts from changes lo water and soll condltions

Itabl.

luded inlo a lulure Development Conirol Plan lhal

can be i

Itis d lhat
will assist in lhe management of sallne soils In lhe area.

Plan 6 illustrates the salinity mapping for the Singleton area
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Response to Structure Plan due to
Salinity and Erosion Issues

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN

Maxsmum  motention  of
particularly deep-rooted vegelatlon that help
prevent the water table from reaching the ground

nalive  vegetation,

suifaco with resultant increases with sail salinity

Siratogies to address salinity prablams should ba
malnly directed at reducing groundwater
recharge. This can be done by introducing
changes to land use and land management
praclices at sites where there is high recharge,

ofa

for lhe upper
and the tops of hills
One of the best ways o reduce groundwater
rachargs Is to malntaln adequate vegetation
cover throughout a catchment, parlicularly on
sites of polenttally high recharge. The greater lhe
amount of water that lhe vegetation intercepts or
uses, the more effeclive it will be in addressing
the problem of excessive leakage to the
subsurface

Maintaining soil heallh is also very important as
healthy soil can hold more water, allowing less
waler lo leak lhrough to recharge lhe
groundwater.

Speclfic management practices that may be
implemented by land managers to prevent
dryland salinity include:

Tree Maintenance
+ Protect nalive vegetatlon, particularly in
areas of high recharge. Areas of high
rechargs typically occur in the upper parts
of a catchment on hllis and ridge-tops
with lhin soils. These areas typically have
low land capabillty and relatively low




SEDGEFIELD STRUCTURE PLAN

agticultural value if cleared.

» Rehabilitate degraded nalive vegetation
in areas of high recharge. Catchment
Management Aulharilies can provide
information for landholders about meeting
biodiversity targels and reducing salinity
racharge

Paslure Maintenance

« Deep-rooted perennial pasture species
such as lucerne and phalaris are better
for year round water management than
shallow-rooted annual species, such as
clover-based pastures. Often, a mixture
of species, which have different growih
habits and climatic requirements, can
maximiss wolar usa.

= Imprave grazing management to slop
overgrazing, which raduces pasture
cover.

« Conlrol pesls, such as rabbits, also
necessary lo mainlain ground cover and
healthy soil

= A minimum ground cover of about 70% is
considered appropriale in most areas
Lack of ground cover allows too much
water lo leak lhrough the sail profile and
can lead to erosion, which can expose

saline subsoils

Managing discharge sites
The goal of mast raclamation programs is to
lowar the watertablo to a lovel thal ks bolow the

root zone of crops and pastures with lhe

troal salt-affectod sites ncluda:

= Reslriction of stock from certain areas

ing for ion growth

+ Revegelation with sall-tolerant grasses,
herbs, shrubs and trae species,
preferably lhose that have some
productive value, Building up mounds so
plants can grow above the salt.

=+ Using light surface lillage and ripping to
assist plant growth,

« Using gypsum and/or lerlllisers to
maximise plant growth.

« Applying mulch to improve soll conditions,
reduce evaporation, aid plant growth and
protect soll against erosion,

= Establishing water drainage conlrot works
such as conlour banks to direct surface
water away from a slte and prevent
arosion,

« Establishing banks and subsurface drains
to intercept shallow subsurface waler flow
and direct it away from the site to prevent
walterlagging

The maximum consolidalion of drainage linea
within single ownership to facilitate management

of salinity issues

« Main drainage lines can be retained in
one lot where possible. The proposed lot

sizes facilllate this

of ne gs by

access roads

« Crossing of drainage lines has besn keep

to a minimum

Limit impact on existing vegetalion

+ Locale development in cleared areas and
promote lree preservalion and planting
through 888
development control at DCP stage.

instrumenls and

pectation lhat full productivity will be

Measures that are commonly recommended to

®© HDB Town Planning and Design
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4.3 Bushfire

Detailed Bush Fire Threat Assessments have been carried out over the site and previously lodged

with Council with the Rezoning and Development Applications.

These reports have been prepared having regard for the Rural Fires Act, 1997, Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and Planning for Bushfire Prolection 2006 and provide an
of the bushfi i required to be incorporated into future subdivision

design to guard against the assessed potenlial impact of bushfires

For the purposes of this Slruclure Plan, il can be established hat the averali threat of bushfire is low

to urban d

and lhat setback requirements would not be pr
Preliminary bush fire i 1s reveal lhat certain areas of the study area may also bs potentially
subjected to medium to high bush fire risk. Any future development will need lo incorporate
appropriate Asset Protection Zones (APZ). The medium bush fire risk is predominately localed in

areas that are adjacant lo exisling vegetation on adjaining properties

Approximately 50% of lhe sile is vegstated consisting of wooded and open forest with poorly
developed shrub under storey, generally classifying the vegetation over lhe sile under three
classilications, These are outlined as follows and show the required selbacks for each vegslation

type:

Grasslands
. The calculated (Inner Protection Zone) IPZ for all grassland areas is 10m.

Grassy Woodlands (Woodlands)
. The calculated IPZ for all grassy woodlands areas is:
o Flat—10m mainlained as IPA
o >0°to 5° downslope - 15m maintained as IPZ
o >5°to 10° downslope - 20m maintained as IPZ
o >10°to 15° downslope - 25m mainlained as IPZ

Dry Sclerophyll Forest (Open Forest)
. The calculated APZ and PZ for all dry sclerophyll forest areas is:
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o Flat - 20m APZ, including 10m IPZ

o >0°to 5° downslope - 25m APZ, including 10m IPZ

o >5°to 10° downslope - 35m APZ, including 15m IPZ
o >10° to 15° downslope - 50m APZ, including 25m IPZ

Reliculated Water is not available to the subject sile lherefore designated fire fighting tanks are
imity to each resid (g lly 10,000 litre will provide

recommended to be located in close p

sufficient water lo protect a house using a hose.),

Future rural residenlial development is capable of co-existing, however, will need to provide an
appropriate protection from bushfire atlack, as outlined in Planning for Bushfire Protection, 2006. The

bushfire assessment undertaken shows that the provision of adeq tbacks and Asset P
Zones (APZ) can be achieved within bullding envelopes on fulure allotments and would ensure that

there would be a minimum lhreat to life and property in times of bushfire attack,

It is considered appropriate to also include the existing roads, lhat form the bounds of the study area
(where applicable), within the protection zone calculations. Such roads would satisfy lhe
requirements of a perlmeter trail. The inclusion of these existing roads would assist in mitigating the
risk of bushfire threat and would act as a buffer batwaen the bushfire source and existing and future

assels

Any lree clearing, to salisfy the requirements of the bushfire legislation, would need to comply with

the datlons ol the E:

Singleton branch of the NSW Fire Brigade would be lhe first to attend any fire within the Candidale

Area. Response time would be approximalely 15 minutes

Plan 7 illuslrates lhe Bushlire Prone Land for the Sedgefield Candidale Area and surrounds.
Generally the area is open forest and relatively flat. In this case inner prolection zones are 10m
while total APZ is generally 20m to 25m. Wilhin the outer APZ il is not proposed lo remove all irees,
only to thin where needed to remove connective canopy. Undergrowth is limited on sile due to

existing agricultural activity.
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Response to Structure Plan due to

Bushfire Issues

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN

Roads and Accass

All proposed roads and accesses should be
designed and maintained in accordance with
Planning NSW “Planning for Bushfire Protection
2006".

# Planis in accordance wilh Planning NSW
“Planning for Bushflre Prolection 2006"
and would be subjecl to full report with
DA

Fire Fighting Capacity and Bushfire

Evacuation

There must be consideration and provision of
adequate turning circles for fire tankers to service
the area and to facilitate quick and effective
action by the brigade

» Roads will be adequate for fire fighting
equipment

Vegatation Maintanance

Asset Proleclion Zones to be incorporated and
mainlained in accordance with Planning NSW
“Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006".

Any tree clearing, to salisfy the requirements of
lhe bushfire legislation, would need to comply
with lhe

\dalions of the E

Assessment

= APZ's in accordance with Planning NSW
“Planning for Bushfire Prolaction 2006"
Can be developed for all lots.
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4.4 Aboriginal Archaeology

Several Aboriginal Archaeological investigalions have been undertaken over lhe northern and
southern portions of the site by HLA Pty. Ltd, and Myall Coast Archaeological Services Pty Ltd .

The HLA Report covered various lols in the southem portion of lhe site and found relics on Lal 209
and Lot 204. The four archaeological sites are located in drainage lines and il is recommended lhat
any lot layout be designed to avoid lhe archaeological sites and drainage line. The report
recommendead Lhat these relics be fenced to prevent future disturbance.

detailed inal

The report also recommended lhat more 1l should be caried out at

the subdivision stage and that any lot layout will take into considerallon Ihe findings of the study and

will be designed lo conserve known aboriginal relics or areas of livity. Abariginal
will be invited lo provide input and visit the sile during any detailed archaeological assessment at the

rezoning and subdivision slages.

The Myall Coast Report covered various lots in the northemn portion of lhe site and lacated 3 artefact
scalters and 1 isolated arlifact. The Myall Coast report has made recommendalions which would
allow for development to proceed; as long as fulure development did not impact of the Aboriginal
Objects.

The Myall Coast Reporl makes lhe following recommendations:

s The site registered should remain undislurbed

« If at some point in the future, a proposed impact threatens lhese sites, Consent lo Destroy,
from the Diraclor General of NSW Nalional Parks and Wildlife Service would be required.

» The current archaeological area has the polenlial to conlain more sites and further

ar will be requi

« Limitalions of visibility within the study area have reduced lhe efisctiveness of the current

survey. The creekline is particularly sensilive but there is potential for sites anywhere within

lhe subject area, lherefore further arch will be required. The form of
this assessment may vary according to lhe nature of the proposed impact and the landform to

be affected, The lollowing are suggested as a minimum:
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o Further archaeological work will need to be undertaken for any works likely to disturb
areas within 100m of First Creek. This will need to involve slrategies for overcoming
oxtreme visibility problems

o Minor works such as upgrading of existing access roads may only require some
archeological monitoring

o More substantial works involving ground disturbance may require sub-surface testing

Pian 8 illuslrates the locations of lhe Aboriginal sites and relics, as outlined in the reports undertaken
by HLA Pty. Ltd, and Myall Coast Archaeological Services Pty Ltd.

Response to Structure Plan due to
Aboriginal Archaeology Issues
RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE

AECOMMENDATION
PLAN

Any lot layoul will take inlo consideration lhe « The lot layout ensures that the idenlilied

findings of the Aboriginal Archaeological sludies archaealogical relics / areas of sensitivity

and will be designed to conserve known are not impacted upon

aboriginal relics or areas of sensitivity.

Further archasological work will need to be # Future Development Applicalions within

undertaken for any works likely to dislurb areas the Area will further

within 100m of First Creak

require

archaeological assessment
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4.5 Traffic and Transport

An important component of lhe Structure Plan is lraffic and transport. A detailed traffic assessment of
Ihe existing local and regional lraffic condltions, has been carried out by Northern Transport
Planning and Engineering Pty. Ltd,

The Sedgefield Candidate Area is well located in terms of road access and Plan 9 illustrates lhe

existing road network,

The main road running through the centre of the site is Gresford Road, which crosses lhe area in an
easl/west direction. Gresford Road provides direct access with lhe town of Singleton, some 6km to
Lhe west and is a dual carriageway main road (MR128), wilh a sealed width of 6m abutting a gravel,
unsealed shoulder of up to 2m. The road pavement is in good condition with minor edge crumbling
evident. This road caters for bolh passenger and heavy vehicles travelling east of Singleton to the
localities of Sedgefield, Wesibrook, Mirannie and Gresford. The speed limit along this main road is
100km/h east of the Hunter River Crossing

The Candidate Area is also bounded on lhe north eastern side by Mirannie Road which intersects
wilh Gresford Road and Ironbark Lane which runs along part of the narthern boundary. The southern
poriion of lhe area can be accessed by Big Ridge Lane, which intersects wilh Gresford Road in the
cenlre of the area and runs in a soulherly direclion through the southern potion of the site. The area
is also bounded on the eastern side by Roughit Lane

Singlelon Council monitors traffic movements on Gresford Road and has provided traffic movement
details for assessment purposes at two locations. The first localion is approximately 2km west of Big
Ridge Lane and has an Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume (AADT) of 1520. The second location
is 300m west of Mirannie Road (or approximately 1km east of Big Ridge Lane) with an AADT of 929
Whilst Gresford Road is a sealed road, many of lhe other roads in this area are nol and will require

some upgrading as part of lhe development,

The sludy found lhat both present and future projected flows on existing local roads wilhin and

ding the Sedgefield C

Area would be reasonably balanced between lhe local roads

The major generation for public transport will be children Iravelling to schaol. The Blue Ribbon
Service stops along Gresford Road. This service lransports children to all schools in the Singlelon

area,
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No currant provisions for pedestrian or cyclist facililies along Gresford Road presently exist The
idered thal pedestrian aclivity iated wilh

1t would be minimal

speed limit in lhis area is 100klm and it is

proposed rural

As can be seen from Plan 9, the existing residenlial pattem shows that most dwallings are localed
with direct access lo the current road network

The overall conclusion from he lraffic investigation is Lhat traffic and parking arrangements for the

g p are y and that lhere is no traffic, pedeslrian or parking

impediments to lhe proposed rezoning.

Response to Structure Plan due to
Transport Issues

4.6 Services and Infrastructure

The polenlial lo supply adequate services in terms of icity, and were
investigated as part of Lhis planning process. The need to provide services in an incremental and
cost affective way may influence the staging of the develapment. The following summary oullines the
availability of services and highlighls any significant impediments lo servicing of this area

Specifically, this seclion comments on the location, capacity, serviceability and other significant

issues relalin

« water supply;

= offluent disposal;

= eleclricity supply;

# telecommunications syslems;
# natural gas; and

« roads and drainage infraslructure

4.6.1 Water

Town waler is not available to the site. Water supply to luture dwellings would be by rainwater

d from roof areas and slored in rainwater tanks. The area contains several farm dams,

RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN

All proposed roads and accesses should be * All lots will be served by sealed roads

designed in with Council guideli construcled in  accordance  wilth
Council's Minor Sealed Rural Roads
Standard .

Circular road network and eliminate dead ends + Roads have been provided to create a

where possible link lo lhe existing road network.

Need clear road hierarchy = Upgrade exisling road network where
required

[} ol nafivo vegotats = Care has been taken lo located roads
having regard for lhe need to
preserve vegelation and to avoid
praminenl ridges

Minimisalion of drainage line crassings by « Crossing of drainage lines has been

access roads keep lo a minimum

supplying water to livestock and in emergencies such as fire
The objectives of the Environmental Living Zone under the draft Singleton Rural Residential Strategy

do not require the provision of town water. The proposed water supply will be via tank water and will
be subject to individual dwelling applicalions

4.6.2 Wastewater

The objectives of lhe Environmental Living Zone under the Singl Rural Resi i gy do

nat require connection lo town wasiewater. The town sewer is not currenily available in the
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gefield Area and it is proposed that affluent disposal would be by way on a suilable on-site

syslem,

Water is a valuable commodity and the availability to reuse wastewater is an important facet of rural

living, This water provides a resource for gardens, laundry, w.c., etc
16
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The Douglas Partners Report, lodged wilh the Rezoning Submission for the Hardies land, found that
the site Is generally suitable for domestic on-site effluent disposal. Given lhe varying scil composilion
and depth to bedrock, disposal areas generally vary from 240 to 1112 square matres. This is

dependent upon the chemical nature of the scil, deplh to bed and | for frun-off,

The report concluded that further onsite testing may be required to determine the sail composition of
the locations of the effluent disposal areas once these were determined, To ensure the effluent

p pes are adeq

ly calered for and to reduce lhe lurther need to test individual sltes,
an eoffluent disposal area of 1112 sgm has been shown on each site which would allow any future
landowner to have an adequate disposal area, further detalls of effluent disposal will be subjecl lo
individual DA's from potential future lot owners,

HLA prepared an A 1t of On-Site M Capability for the rezoning of the
Greta Estates land. The HLA report concluded that the best oplion for on-sile effluent disposal in this

location was by a suiface imigation method

4.6.3 Stormwater and Drainage

Flooding does not affect lhis site. Current flood levels for the surrounding outlaying areas of Singlelon
are identifled on the current constraints map as included in the Rural Residentlal Stralegy. This flood
level is taken as a 1 in 100 year lNood level. Locallsed storm flows for the 1% AEP could be conlained

within the 40m riparian buffer.

There are a number of 1% and 2™ order ephemeral drainage lines originating in the northern western

There are a number of farm dams located throughout the site which are in poor condition. Erosion

is present and is commonly found behind failed dams, as shown in Ihe following photograph.

Stormwater runoff is a major source of pollutants entering the waler sysiem. This degrades the

quallty of the water in the system. Thera is a neaed to consider lhe smaller, diffuse sources of

sector of lhe candidate area which conlinue inlo First Creek. First Creek is a natural eph water

course which cuts through the centre of the candidate area.

There are also several intermittent, natural drainage lines in the southern portion of the area. Thaese

drainage lines are generally drain lo the south eas!

Plan 10 illustrates lhe drainage paths lhroughoul the Sedgelield Candidale Area,
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that come from lhe home, roadways and farms. During construction, issues of soll erasion

and runoff from construction sites need to be spacifically addressed

bdivisi will be d and lo current engineering standards for council

Fulure

approval at the construction

As the resuit of intense landuse aclivity on site such as land clearing, grazing and poor land
management practices, erosion has occurred, These can be seen in the pictures below. The soil

composillon, steep slopes and existing cleared areas creates further potentlal for this to continus. Soll
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and Water Management Plans can be prepared for future subdivision of the area which wouid allow

for the management praclices to reduce the further effects of erosion,

Water quallty Is also considered to be a malor issue in respect to the future rural residential
development potential for the study area.

The master planning process identlfies lhe y

regimes. The
inclusion of appropriate management praclices be incorporated into the residentlal design process
wili ensure any potentlal waler quality iesues and / or hydrologlcal impacts from the proposal are
identified and mitigated

In conclusion, It was found that the study area Is sultable for d rural
and any cumulalive water quallty Impacts are capable of being satlsfactorily ameliorated

The following are the consequences of not managing slormwater

o Pollutants entering the water system causing problems such as nutrienl imbalance, excess
phosphates causing algal blooms, siltation and sedimentation,

o Litter blocki

ys, causing lo Nora and fauna

» Flooding and damage assoclated with excess water

Through app! of quality control devises on new subdlvisions, the

exlsting quallty of runoff from the area can be significanily improved
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4.6.4 Gas
Natural gas is not available to the site
4.6.5 Electricity

Electricity is available to the Candidate Area.

4.6.6 Telecommunications

Telecommunications can be made available to the site

4.6.7 Garbage Services

A fortnighlly garbage service is provided In the Sedgefield area by Singleton Shire Council
4.6.8 Roads

Identified ints and
land topography to allow lhrough access roads which would potentially be able to link all future

The proposed road layout has taken Into consi 1 existing

development.

4.6.9 Public Transport

The Blue Ribbon Service stops along Gresford Road. This service lransports children lo all schools
in lhe Singleton area

Once a final master plan is approved, all service (infrastructure and ity services)

will be nolifled so that adequate planning can begin. A Seclion 94 contributions plan can be
with new devel

developed to identlfy fulure work t so that Councll costs can be

recovered,
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Response to Structure Plan due to

lhat the environmental integrity of this area is

maintained

be prepared for future subdivisions at CC
stage

Servicing Issues

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN

+ Soil and Water Management Plan lo be
prepared at DA/CC stage

Effluent disposal would be by way of a suilable

on-site system

= Suitable on-site effluent detenlion areas
are prapased for each building envelope

» Further geotechnical assessment may be
required to determine the soil composition
of lhe locations of the effluent disposal

areas for each individual site

The proposed water supply will ba via tank watar
and will be subject to individual dwelling

applications.

+ Water supply will be via tank water and
will be subject to individual dwelling

applications.

4.7 Community Services

Developing a master plan for the sludy area requires due consideration of lhe impacl of increased

population and the need for additional community services

Traditionally a rural tewnship, Singleton is still dominated by ils rural heritags, bul over the past
decades has transitioned lo become a lhriving rural regional cenlre. Localed in lhe centre of the
Hunter Valley, Singleton is surrounded by rural lands, some 18 coal mines, 2 power stations and the

Singleton Army Base, as wall as expanding vineyards and lourist activilies

Whilst there has been a trend for decline in the population of rural towns (generally less than 5000
people), Singleton, as a more regional centrally located lown, servicing a large mining, lourist and

Aot

["With regord to stormwater and drmnago, the
subdivision will be designed and constructed to
current  engineering slandards for council

approval at the construclion

industry, has enjoyed steady growth n population in recent years

» Drainage of will be
with lhe nalural environment and will be
properly collecled and conveyed to an
appropriate drainage facility.

+ Stormwater Management Plans to be
prepared for fulure subdivisions at CC

stage

The proposed road layout is lo take into
i idenlified

constraints and land lopography to allow through

existing

access roads which would potenlially be able to

link all future devalopmentl

= The proposad road network lakes natural
constraints inlo considaration

Ensure adequate provision of

telacommunications and electricity to the site

» All proposed future lots to have provision

Singleton enjoys a wide range of communily services, well within the requirements of a large rural
community. Singlelon provides library, swim and fitness, youth and senior citizen and unemployment
sarvices. Recreational and education pursuits are also well catered for with numerous churches,
charity organisations, schoals, and various sporling bodies. The Local Govemment Area is also well

serviced wilh health facilities, including medical praclilioners, dental surgeries, and a hospital

The master planning process will provide addilional rural residenlial development within Lhe Singleton
Local Government Area, From a social perspective, the deveiopment of this area is unlikely to have a
significant negative impact The proposal will provide employment, recreational and community
opportunities and the opportunily to live within minutes of a major rural centre

It is expected that the purchasers of future allolmenls would come from a range of backgrounds,
typically local people wishing lo live on a small rural holding a short commuling distance lrom town,
and people from further alield, perhaps Newcastle and Sydney, who are looking for space, larger

for and

All drainage and runoff should be contralled in
terms of flow rates and water quality lo ensure

* Wil be addressed at DA/CC Stage .,

« Erosion and Sediment Control Plans to
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as rural relreats and who may not live on lhe property all year round. In eilher case, lhe
composition of residents will be those who elect to enjoy lhis style of rural living
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The proposed structure plan allows for the retenlion of significant vegelalion areas, whilsl creating a

rural residential er The

of Singleton is not likely to be impacted upon, given lhe
desire of Council to support rural residential in the locality,

The structure plan as proposed, aims to retain lhe rural fesl of the site, making il an attraclive place

in which to live.

Funding for services and (acilities can be made available in lhe form of Section 94 Contributions to
Singleton Shire Council, A Section 94 Plan should be developed to examine lhe provision of these

facilities

The localion of the Sedgefield Candidate Area is within a 5 minute drive to the Singlelon Town
Cenlre, placing lhis land in a prime localion lo provide for rural residential living,

Plan 11 illuslrales lhe distance from the Sedgefield Candidale Area lo social infrastructure

4.8 Natural Resources

The Department of Primary Induslries has proposed a buffer zone to a prospeclive open cut coal
resarve at Sedgelield in the shire of Singlelon. This arbitrary buffer would sterilize all lots having
lion Gresford Road and Mi Road, This would

fronlage to Roughit Lane back lo the il
include a significanl number of existing dwellings wilhin this area, refer Plan 14

There are various lactors lhat significantly reduce lhe polenlial of lhis resource, which the
Department refuse to consider. The background to this matter is as follows:

+ The Sedgefield Candidate Area comprises of an area of 938.1 hectares and has been principally
developed for some time. The area was idenlified in lhe Singleton Rural Residenlial
Development Strategy 2004 as sultable for further rural residential development, refer Plans 14
and 15

» In February 2006 Singlelon Council received written confirmalion from the Department of
Planning lhat it would issue a conditional endorsement of the Singlelon Rural Residential
Development Strategy.

» In July 2006 Council resolved to adopt lhe Singleton Rural Residential Development Slrategy and
requested the endorsement from the Department ol Planning
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+ The Depariment of Planning generally endarsed the Siralegy and requested that a Structure Plan
be prepared in regard to the Sedgefleld Candidate Area

+ The Sedgefield Candi Area includes three (3) main areas owned individually and 2 number
of smaller lots that are fully or partially developed. The Siructure Plan (Plan 15) shows existing
extent of development

Wae have undertaken a number of meetings wilh lhe Department of Primary Induslry to resolve Lhis
issue, but the Department at this lime are not prepared to vary lhe arbitrary buffer line. Our
suggeslion was that lhe logical situation was to move the buffer back to Roughit Lane, whereby lhe
significant number of exisling dwellings along Roughil Lane are not disadvantaged and lhe buffer

relates to a physical feature

The open cut reserve, as shown in Plan 14, includes a significant number of properties with
dwellings constructed an them. The dwellings are shown in Lhe insert as slars and it would be

apparent and very illogical to open cut such an area

The following reasons generally oulline our position that this buffer should be re-evaluated
« Imposed buffer lo the open cut coal reserve shown as a red vertical line on Plan 14 affects a
significant number of existing dwellings

» Recovery of the apen cut coal reserve would require the transportation of the coal to the Port of

Newcastle. The reserve defined is only small and the cost of ling a suitable P
neltwork such as a rail link or conveyor would make lhe reserve uneconomical. The viability of
lhe reserve therefore is questionable

» The viability of lhe reserve needs to lake into consideration the considerable number of houses
that exist wilhin the open cut mining area, as shown on Plan 14

» The viabillty of the reserve is also questioned by the significant number of houses thal exist within
the wider buffer

o Apparenlly, no tesling has been carried out of the reserve lo define it viability or suitability.

« The buffer has been determined on pursly arbitrary basis and places a burden on exisling
residenls not the coal development

« The relocalion of the buffer back to Roughit Lane would provide a more realistic outcome

o It is recommended that Council approach DPI to review lhe location of their buffer lo Roughit
Lane, as this a more appropriate and logical location

20
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Response to Structure Plan due to
Community Services Issues

RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE IN STRUCTURE
PLAN
Ensure adequate provision of = Domeslic eleclricity supply to be provided
I icalions and electricity lo lhe site lo the baoundary of each fulure allotment

created

"Em'lb_c;l"oommmi;l_la_ciﬁima&é'qﬁte—io" [« Make provision for paymenl in

accept increased population accordance with S94 Plan to Council
infrastructure

The objectives of the | Living Zone under the draft Singleton Rural Residenlial Strategy
do not require the provision of lown water, Rain water catchment would be available from roofed

area, as is presenliy lhe case in this area

5.1 Existing Holdings

A large majority of the area is already developed with residences constructed on properties
Therefore, under the proposed Environmental Living Zone, lhis is the maximum that many of these
lots will be able lo achieveé@any of these lols are under 10ha and therefore lurther subdivision will

not be able to achieve lhe 5 hectare average required, unless combined wilh adjoining land

—m—————

Pian 12 illustrates lhe existing holdl over the S C: Area. This plan illuslrates the

g:

5.0 The Structure Plan

The Singleton Rural Residential Development Stralegy {Dec 2004) has been prepared in response to
the growing Local Government Area

(LGA)

for rural resi ial development within the

Singlelon Council has requested the preparalion of lhis Slructure Plan for the Sedgefield Candldate
Area. The Candldate Area is currently zoned 1{a) Rural. It was proposed lo introduce a new

Environmental Living Zone, wilh a
hectares (to replace the exisling 1(b) Hobby Farms Zone)

As a resuit of the r 1s of the p

departments and consultation wilh the major landholders in the area, the Struclure Plan has been

Areas shown as "Rod” These lots are less than 10 hectares and

considered to ba fully developed

Areas shown as “Light Pink” These lols would only be able to achieve one

addilional lot

Areas shown as “"Purple” These lots would only be able to achieve two

addltional lots

Il the lols that already have residences on lhem are excluded (properties marked with a *) the
properiies that are left are primarily contained within three major ownerships. These remaining
properties are lhose that are considered to have lhe most development potential. This is outlined as

prepared and is illustrated as Figure 15 of this document, whilst maintaining a mini ge lot

size of 5ha and incorporating an absolute minimum of 2ha, I is considered that this Structure Plan

also assists in achieving both Council's and CMA's obj of mi loss of ion by

minimising the development foolprinl

lot size of 4h and an ge size of 5 follows:
AREA OWNERSHIP SIZE LOT YIELD
(based on Average
5ha lots, with a 2ha
baseline siudies, di with government ini
A Hardie Singleton Pty | 170ha 34 lols
Lid
B Neely 115ha 23Iots
L c U and J Windt Area C1-53ha 10 lols
Area C2 — 75ha 15 lols
Area C3 — 55ha 11 lots

The Plan presents as concentrated development enclaves, with a reduced development footprint
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Therelore, lhaorstically, il the lhree larger land holdings are subdivided to their full exlent under the
proposed Environmental Living Zone, lhey would yield some 93 lots (excluding constraints)

5.2 Vegetation and Vegetation Linkages

/ Corridors

Native vegetation supports native animal and bird species, Even ane shrub or a cluster of shrubs can

be an immensely impartant habitat site and locally endemic species are betler suited to local animal

and bird species having coevolved. Habilat p: with the amount of native vegetalion
and the variely of species, Riparian and wetland areas support an even greater habitat potential than
most olher vegelalion communities whilst corridors and linkages further increase lhe importance of
lhis native vegetalion as they allow for lhe movement of nalive animals and some native birds and

provides proteclion from predators

Pian 13 illuslrates the corridors lhroughout the Sedgefield Candidate Area. As shown, lhere are
several possible linkages which can be developed. A corridor runs in a north easterly dirsction,
linking vegetation in lhe north eastern corner. Another corridor cuts through the soulh eastern carner
of the site. it is considsred lhat the relention of these potential habilat linkages, promoles relained
habitat on site and exlant areas of vegetation off lhe site

These corridors could be considersd as “local corridors” as lhey are small, less delined linkages that
provide local connection of remnant palches of vegetation and landscape fealures such as creek
lines and gullies

in some cases, these corridors could be less than 50m wide, however, they are an imporiant

component in the overall regional | conservalion f
The retenlion of existing vegelation and improvement where possible can be achieved through
localion of development such as roads, dwellings and services in existing cleared areas. It has been
illustrated in Plan 15 that lhis can be achieved, The Concept Layout (Plan 15) is by way of concept
only and does not prapose lhat lhis is lhe only way to achieve lhis goal. Furlher work will be carried
out as part of the indlvidual DAs far lhe site

© HDB Town Planning and Design

5.3 Corridor Management

Managemenl of a carridor should aim to retain and enhance the existing vegetation cover and wildiife

habitats. This should include relaining ion and including grot , shrub layer
and canopy species, and logs on lhe ground, Where the corridor comprises stepping stones ol

remnant v (eg: k lrees) mar should aim to enhance and re-vegetate the

corridor o increase vegelation cover and make better linkages

Overall corridor management should aim to ensure lhe scological processes and corridor functions
are maximized:

» Maintain and increase vegetation cover and habilat quality to maximize connection between
larger remnanls of vegetation. This will help dispersal of wildlife populations between larger
remnants and ensure gensetic inlerchange and seasonal wildlife movement

» Provide specific habitat resources and ecological needs

o Maximise carridor width and function by re-vegetation and control of weeds and feral animals

- Maximise the prolection / finkages of landF




SEDGEFIELD STRUCTURE PLAN

5.4 The Structure Plan

Various oplions were considered in respect to lhe future development of this area crealed by lhe fact
lhat Council is now reviewing the standards and were open to suggestions lo bring about a better

social and environmental outcome.

As previously outlined, most of lhe Candidate Area has already been fully or partially developed, as
illuslrated in Plan 12. However, lhere is potential for small lots lo be combined with adjoining
properties lo achieve acceptable subdivision design. It should be noted lhat balile-axe lots are

generally nol acceplable

The remaining three larger holdings have lhe ability to be subdivided inlo some 93 lots using a 5ha

average and a 2ha minimum,

Only one Ei ed Ecological Ci ity (EEC) was identified on lhe site, that being lhe Hunter
Lowland Redgum Foresl, Ilis considered lhat this can be adequately protected by 88B instruments

and restriclions on the title of iots affected

The remainder of lhe forested area is primarily covered by Central Hunter Iron-bark-Spotted Gum
Grey Box Forest (CHISGGBF), which is nol an EEC. This varies in quality lhroughout the site, due to

past agricultural practices and clearing.

Dislurbance of existing vegelation will be restricled lo cleared or disturbed areas, generally as shown
on the structure plan. These should be located in areas already cleared or disturbed with minimal
clearing needed, It should be noted thal not all lrees within the APZ are required to be removed and

lhe building envelope areas are large encugh to allow appropriale location of dwellings with minimal

d to protect ion and remove existing

impact. Given lhe limitalion that will be i

Agricultural aclivities, it is i d that | outcomes will be maintained and improved

for the site,

Aboriginal evidence found on site is limited however it is likely that if more sites exist they would be
localed along lhe drainage lines. The development as proposed does not encroach within 20m of

drainage lines and there are no olher topographical features that would idenlify lhe site as unique.

Impact on Aboriginal Archaeclogy is i d minimal

© HDB Town Planning and Design

The area has been idenlilied as having low lo moderate salinity. Adequate measures are available
and can be included in condilions of consent, lo ensure that current best practices are used in the

conslruction phase to reduce any risk of disturbance to saline soils.

d Asset P 1 Zones, in d with “Planning for

All building envelapes will include
Bushfire Protection 2006, Under the 2ha minimum lot size, and given that reliculated water would

not be available, grey water re-use is an important and integral part of rural living.

Potable water will be provided by run off from rocfed areas, and collecled in rainwater tanks. This is
a finite resource and yard water is normally provided by lhe grey water system. Lot sizes will ensure

that there is adequate room for appropriate effluent disposal on site

Although Council's foreshadowed minimum lot size has been put forward as 4ha, with an overall
ge of 5ha, by i

footprint can enable areas of major vegetation retention

a 2ha minimum and maintaining a Sha average, lhe development

The provision of a range of lots ranging in size fram a minimum of 2ha lo 4ha {(averaging Sha) gives
the Nexibility to provide the lifestyle choices demanded by most of the rural residential dwellers

The development footprint can be minimised if smaller lots are clustered, in an area, Large residue
lots can be created with environmenlal off-sets protected by an 88B Inslrumen! or community lille
subdivision. Ilis considered lhat this concept can significanlly increase environmenlal protection and
reduce urban footprint. By ulilising lhe 2ha minimum, the number of lols and residenls wouid not
increase, but open space would significantly increase and can be incorporated inlo large lots under

one owner.

The Sedgefield Candidale Area is currently significanlly disturbed and includes an existing large
residential base. This is evidenced from the plans within the document showing lhe localion of lhe
existing dwellings (red slars). Many of the sites can not be furlher developed under Council's

standard of a 5 hactare average
It is considered that the proposed Structure Plan utilises a 2ha minimum, with a 5ha average (Plan

15) maintains the same number of lots as under a 4ha minimum, but can reduce the footprint and

provides the benelit of concentrating development in cerlain areas.

3



SEDGEFIELD STRUCTURE PLAN

The Department of Primary Industries - Mineral Resources requested buffer on the easlern side of
the candidate area will need lo be impased until such time as Council is advised otherwise by lhe

Department.

© HDB Town Planning and Design

24



LEGEND
Township

Town base
Built Up Areas

| Devotopes
Rosds

Major Road
—— M Hoad
- Other
Water

Open Cut Mines
' Open Cut extemt
Underground Mines
o Limd .ol mvestigation
wea







o L Addrens
[ (. 514 Grestord Road
[0 ) MR N T 0 Orvted Pt
| Lof 308 ity W22 T Gy Ly hivey A1 Goveterg Rand.
5[ LOT 201 0P B3y LB R B UL Bt a tmp
221 LOT 203 DP: 830648 WML 5 Vit 33 g e Larm
71| LOT: 205 OP: 539648 MR AL A M
34 | LOT 207 0P: 539848 A 33 Big e L
1 L.0T 2100P 877391 W P 75 Big Rige tans (eth oma |
M| LD I or e M0 AW hnrwes & Wi | Ontesa: 48 | awaon Ave
HHLOT TIOR KIS WA Bown b V1 A Beame. " b )
B Lt 0 OF OATA Vo k) e € aary LM Crowtrd Suad
34| or o sam AL T AR Angaiae
3]0 10k pe AR A w Lrm
3 [Latad) OF ML L £ U P 465 Grewtord Road
A1 ety OF P W UOL WA R Ry CARE 83 John Street
a|ior see wien ot POBoxIM
-0 e wee ATy aow Abad Wreer
S [OT DR A WA R D ;-nn---a
O EEEETE L= VA R L
[ e WAL WA LD PO Box ‘63
| LaT-20P 633781 [l =TI

83} Laf Ay D KAy
63 [ L0f o8 D
w4 LOT: 211 0P 77391
¥ | LOT 212 0P 83476

MO0 S WY M R

24 &y Ridge {Nth End) La

LA e Py

27 Big Ridge (M End) La

L T D

59 610 e Lane

WG W A T

0 B 81

¥ | Lot abe Jaen
0

Ny A F By

M7 Giarvird Hamd

U s v L P

[ or i oe N
{07 e T

TR A M B
1V WA ey

[ R

Punsny

NG P

[ore

| LoT 9DP: 1058431

A S

44 [ LOT: 204 OP: 839648

Cemivm

74120 Sutwriand Srest
311 Grmsford Road

L1100 King Stroet

1T Gt Mkt

TH Aragpd ae

413 thrwvnird Miet

74128 Sutertand Stresl

506

562 Grestord Aoad
7 B 344

208 Rough Lana
155 John Streal

AN 104 iy Bt

550 Grestord Road
559 Grestord Road







LEGEND

Candidale Area Boundary

Nalural Drainage Lines

Cenlral Hunter Ironbark
Spotted Gum / Grey
Box Forest

Cenlral Hunter Riparian
Forest

Hunter Low Land Redgum
Fores! (ECC)

ExIsting Dwelling House




N Msls borders
Localiilas - 250K

& Mbuntad

o Alother Mcetiis

Burtsce waler monioring miaslmum
salinity

Limited Bakine
Widespread

-J'




Bush Fire Prone Land - Vegetation Categories
I Vegatation Category 1

Vegetation Category 2

Bush Fire Prone Land - Vegetation Buffer
I Vegtation Buffer - 100m & 30m

: Short Term Candidate Area
I Creeks/Rivers




o awagea AES

D e e




— T WEAD M







LEGEND
ey Sodgofield Study Area Boundary

Singlaton Town base
Developed Areas

Roads

Minor Road
e Malor Road
- e = Other

Water

River or Creek
b
W oner
- Natural Drainage Lines
Coal Mines
A Farvminwes Nty Mine.
* BLOOMFIELD
| GREAT GRETA EXTENDED PROPDEAL
Open Cul M axtes
Uty Mira Extand
Mt Areas - Othi
Y| Accessibility
Study Area cenlre point
T Z 7 Travel- 10 minute vehicie radiue

FACILITIES

g
¥, —
D (// JIOBANIALE
i } woos REGIONAL -
[ : \

\ HOSRITAL |
/" MAJOR

HOPPING
s CENTRE




T DL

WELOAG TIALY LUV DT
= e

LSRG AN VLD
AR

B ey LAN AL
BASExTrmalL LOF

LGS SN VIR
sReReN)

PO bt CAN VT LD

DO TORA, (Ot

A A

ANLL S

arafy
-

wADT
-

Aiar

e

el

e




S T e
% P et e N




Town base
Buikt Up Areas

| Devepea
Roads

Mage Hood
{ - e Ofher

Water
-

Swamp

Iy (
" J . ) ‘D ) Y
AT I: T - ol | i |
%[\ YoLppmg CRESH: ||'| ! 1 [ -

Othar
Coal Mines

RAVENSWORTH-NARAMA
o umE

Mine Localy
. BLOCLSFELD

- GREAT GRETA EXTENDED
PROPOSAL

Underground Mines

. Limmof hture tnvasiigation
ee
Usdesgeoond M sdints

Mine Areas
Mg - oitver
Open Cut Extent

Potentisl Open Cia Araer

—— Suggested cut off boundary (UM}
— Cirerd M Lozea

*Exit‘l!gDm




LG RALY St |







ANNEX F: Correspondence Department of Planning Endorsement -
Singleton Land Use Strategy

NEW GUWERMNMENT

Department of Planning
Ofica Of the Director General Cortact; Anvy Blakeby
Phona:  {0Z) 4804 2700
Fo.  {DZ) 4804 2701
Emed.  Amy Blsety@liptaming ssw gov au
Postal.  PD Box 1228, Meacaslle 2300
Mr Steve McGrath Our ref; NO&/00006-1
General Manager Your ref: 05/0192-3
Singleton Councit

PO Box 314
SINGLETON NSW 2330

Re: DIRECTOR GENERAL ENDORSEMENT OF SINGLETON LANDUSE STRATEGY

| refer o Council's latter of 1 May 2008 requesting endorsement of Council's adopted
Singleton Landuse Strategy. Please be advised the Departimenl has reviewed the version of
the Landuse Stralegy dated 21 April 2008 and ganerally endorses the document with the
following comments:

e Future development needs (o maximise the opportunities for mfiM in Singleton
Township, on appropriate flood free land;

*  With regand to Rural Minimum Lot Sizes, any changes by way of an LEP will need to
have regard o the rural subdivision principles contained in the Siale Environmental
Planning Policy (Rural Lands) 2008; and

* The Department will pot support average kot size provisions for rural residential
zones within tha LEP. Further discussions should be held with the Regional Team to
ensure that Minimum Lot Sizes reflect the sultability and capability of the land.

I congratulate Council on producing this document which will assist with achigving sound
planning outcomes for the LGA.

H you require any addiional information, | have arranged for Miss Amy Blakely, from the
Department’s Hunter Office to asgist you. She can be contacted on 4904 2700,

Yours sincerely

Al
Samm
Director Ganecal

olfove
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ANNEX G: Correspondence Department of Primary Industries -
Mineral Resources and Energy

Wik
ay | Department
VNSW of Industry

Gary Pearson
Singleton Council
PO Box 314
Singleton NSW 2330

Dear Gary
Sedgefield Structure Plan

The following commeants on the above rural residential candidate area are provided on hehalf
the Division of Resources & Energy (DRE), NSW Department of Industry. DRE have
previously made submissions which do not support the rezoning of the entire proposed area
for rural residential development. Instead, DRE have suggested the eastem boundary be
moved to the west, and away from areas under coal title. The location of the structure pian
proposed area is shown on the attached Figure 1.

Following recent consultation, ORE have reviewed the location and nature of this proposal,

and the site geology and other characteristics. DRE no longer believes that a change to the
eastern boundary is required, and has no further objections to the structure plan.

Yours sincerely

Sl

Steven Palmer
Acting Assistant Director
Coal & Petroleum Geoscience

23 October 2015

GPO Box 5477, Sydney NSW 2001, Ausiralia
Level 48 MLC Centre, 18 Martin Place, Sydney NSW 2000, Australia,
Tel: +612 9338 8600 Fax:- +012 8330 6860 www.industry nsw.gov.au ABN: 72 188 918072
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ANNEX H: Correspondence NSW Agriculture

LTI S S AT SN
72 S NSW Agriculture

Tewal, PATERSUN, NSW, 243t
Pleme (D2) 4932 942, Faa (8214939
9

Ow Ref: Qlemin Briggt

4 September 2001

ERM Pty Lid
PO Box 71
Thomton NSW 2322

Ancntion: Lowse Neville
Sisgleton Rural Residentin] Strategy

Thank vou for the epportunity to provide advice on the developmen of a Rural Residential
Strategy for Singleton Council

The linkages between residential development, the protection of natural resources (including
agricultural lards and rural landscapes) and futuro oppormunitics / costs are significant
Consequently an integrated approach 1o the implementation and evolution of rurnl land use
and rural residential strategies is encoursged, This i3 recognised by the NSW Policy for
Sustainshle Agriculture which encourages effoctive communication, and the development of
stralogie framowotks for sustainable land vee decisions. 1t i3 alsn retlected in the objectives

of Sirgleton LEP.

Agricultural Informution
Agricultural activities within Singleton § ocal government area are important for the runid

ecanomy and nifmconnce of rurl landseapes. Agriculture provides 8% of tolnl employment
{1986 Census). Accurate infurmation on agriculiurad pecdustion and valuc, however, is
difficult 1o vbdain on a tocal povernment arsa basis,

Although u few agricultural industries such as Dairying complete periodic producers surveys,
these figures are aggregited across subregions. The last year in which the Australion Durcay
of Statistics (ABS) collected annual statistics on farm production by local government arces
was 1996/97 (pubtished in 1999} Recently collected periodic ABS agricultural production
datn hus yet to be released and remains an unknown quantity.

Due 10 inherent linvitations these anmial ABS agricultural siatistics grogsty underestimate the
value of agriculture to Jocal and reglonal exonomies and the sctusl income received by the
farmer. Despite market changes, including the reduction in the pumber of dairy fiarmers the
level of milk production remaing about the same, conssiquently ABS figures still
wnderestimate production. Relotive comparisons between enterprises and between
comparable [ocal governmeat areas are rnre significant,

A Ry lsens
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Agricultural [suer and Needs
The diverse resources of Singleton LGA support signiticant agricultural diversity, wath 5
major agricultural indusiries (dairying, beef cantbe, poubiry, huy and grapes) each reported by
ABS 83 grossang more thiee $1.5 mill/yr of produce in 199657, Although these industnies
have diverae resource needs and impects, iwo dominant trevels are for:
« miwe efficient production, based on hetter mandgement, cconemies of scale und / or the
intensification of activities,
increased dsversity 1n agricultural / rurnd produciion

The harvesting of timber was a tzaditional diversification for many beef cattle properties, but
this hes lazgely ceased due to changing markers and legislation, uncertainty and hmited
mamgement Newes options include; rural tourism, fam) forestry amd value addieg thwough
on farm procedsing or direct marketing Lo customers.

Adeptation to such changes requires investment in impraved aperations and often new
equipment (and/or animals), This s encouraged by a planning framework which provides
certainty, clarity of land uze focus and minimises the risk of Auture conflicts with incempatibie
reighbours,

The shoet term {immediate) imterests of an individual famey and the lomger lemn nevds of the

industry or comumunity arz not necessarily aligned  As such it is not always possible to zatisfy
ul{ needs simultaneousty. Mor docs open ended subdivisien and population growth aaiformly
vquate with sustainable development,

Current LEP Provisions
Singlcton LEP 1996, provides fur 3 sural zoncy (s summensed in Table 1), however the

cumsulative effects of past subdivision together with, concesgional lot pravisions and
mirimum size standards and the himited creation of hobby farm rones has hiupred the

resaltant holdings patlers and land use

Table L  Current Rural Zanes

| Zane | Wocus of Dhjectiver [ Minimum
Lot size
114} Rural U Apricultral (both tensive and exlensive) and [ 40 ha
toRm g [
| 17b) TTobby Tarms [ Difestyle (Ressdentiad plus fow impact land wie) 10ha
| 1(d} Rural Small Holdings | Lifestyle - Resdennal 0.8ha i

As a resuly the cutrent Rural 1(a) 20ne does not provide the neceysary surety or
encouragesment for caplls) and resouyce investment, vital for incrsased produgtion and
diversification. NSW Agriculiuse alse queries the,

- actwal distinction between the Rural Farmlets and Rural Small Holdingy zone sinee both
provide for rural residential opportunitics und both prohibit Intensive Agrculture and
Iniensive Livestock Keepung selivities.

- sustainahility and efTecliveness of tse current mimisnum lot aize foe Flobby Furma Zane.

- actunl demand foq the Hobby Farm 2one given that there 5 no maximurn size limit for the
Rural Smali Holdings zone,

R Ry brust
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“Hobby farms” iz & canfusing term which ususlly reflects personal circurastances rather tha
actus) fand usc or hodding slae. The vast majouity of agriciiiaral propertics across NSW and
capecially in the Hunter, rely on sume form of extemnal income and are freguently managed on
a part time basis,

*Viahility" is similarty open to widespread inlerpretation and can reflect management /
lifestyle choices rther than the propenties Inhecent potantial or enterprise sustainability. It
also ignoses the potential for markel changes and future oppotunities,

Sustainabde Develapment
The level of currem fragmentaion and distribution of pature) resources as well ns access o

waler, amd othet eritical needs such as isclation or accemsibility are all importunt for
agricalture] productivity and fiture opportunities. Rather than the traditional focus on prime
sgricuttural land a more sustainable outcome is the protection of the diversity of agriculturd
msources (such as land Typex, holding size, water and sccessibility) and benee future
oppoctuniticy within clearly identified focus areas,

Ougoing rured fragmentalion creates srmaller and typically more uniform lods. It also merenses
capidal costs and overheads per unif ansy and desreates futuse capacity 1o recombine holdings.
This reduces longer term ¢oonomic ustainabdlity, unicss more indensive production,
diversificatbon or 8 gwitch to high quality and / or scorce products geeurs. Accegs to
pocessary resources for sustsinable production ase critical for such change (along with the
capacity 1o effectively masked the product),

Intensive and specialin agricultural eoterpriscs also need sufficicnt ares o provide buffers to
adjoining holdings, provide for necessary fann infrastructure and natural resources (eg
dralnege lines, gteeper slopes, ramnant vegetation) rather than restricting the potential of
adjoining lots or requiring thind party intervention to resolve digputes. Depending on the
configumtion wid propeny features a mishnum lot size of 20 - 40 ha is required for
emvirnments) sustaitahility. Fot sustninoble retums from grazing enterprises sigrificantly
larger peaperty sizen are required to provide access 10 4 balance of land types and mutural

FES0UITES,
Dispersed sury] residential and lifestybe develppment risks significar additionad land use

conilict, entrenches the expeetaion and demand for sech opportunities and further influres
rurel lnnd prices, oll of which decrease Jonger term agriculturs sustainabil iy,

Clusicting rural pesidential growth in tarpet areas increases the scope for schicving
infrastructure improvements (water supply, sewerage, eleciricily and fixed phone line
reltability an well s mobile phone { television coverage, data quality), It also enables # beter
standard of service (o be provided at reduced cogt than if residential growth is dispersed

across broad areas.

Recommendations;
Council can significantly contribute to agricuttural sustainability vla planning policies which;

Provide inctensed surety to encourage investment in agriculture (and more sustainable
management) by increasing the distinctions between different zones.

Identify ssparate mones for;

R et Loes
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Rwal residenital / lifessvle development with lot sizes reflective of residential necds,
Thes should be focused on suitable tires which bave limited agricultural potentiu
cither as & result of existing fragmentation and land use and / or inherent natural
PESOUTCE CONSIraints.

Niche ! irwenvive agricultural development in strategsc zones with a 20— 40 ha
minimum. Key features for such a zone include ficcess 1 waler, services and markets
and prime egricullural land ns well as compuatible levels of cxisting development (aot
sesideatial} and moderniz fragmentation

Less intenstve (grazing bosed) agriculture focused on suitable, less fragmented arcas
with substantin] minfmurm lot sized to reduce the pressure for premature sublivision

Facilitete the mondtoring of straegy outcomes
Integrate with te sirategies and as refevant build on the experience of adjoining Local

Councits.

As on integral and important component of developing its Rural Residential strategy Council
15 requested 10,

Identity existing patterns of fragmentation and land use in confurction with nitural
resources ind land use and assexs he upproprisieness of land as currently zoned.

tdentify the costs of Tural residential development and neflect this is respective
development contlbutions and construnts

Establish clear critenia foe ¢ provision of mors sustainable rural residential opportunities
(2 distance from ceinmunity facifities, impart op remnant bushland and avoidance of key
ngeicufturnl greas with least agricultural constraint)

Assiss the number and spatial disteibution of additional lots which might be created
nuilject to auch constraints ‘This should include the an aseessment of current lots on the
market, tum over and papulanon peojections

Develop a realisic estimite of projected demond for rural residential / innovative
agricyltuzak deveiopment ay well us the desirability ¢ potentist o satisCy this

Entablish strategiet for rezoning and subdivision {inclwding staged levelnpment) which
avoid premuturely reducing agricubiural opportuaties,

Yours failtully

ilencla Brigps

Agriculturnl Ermvir sramavicd Officer, Himior Region

A Res biswet

61|Page



ANNEX I: SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008 Assessment

SEPP (Rural Lands) applies to rural land within the Singleton LGA and the site, respectively.
It applies rural planning and subdivision principles to development in rural areas.

The Rural Planning Principles are outlined below with discussion about how the proposal
would be consistent:

Principle (a) — The promotion and protection of opportunities for current and
potential productive and sustainable economic activities within rural areas.

The proposal would provide for land uses permissible under the E4 Environmental
Living Zone (low-impact residential development) and be in accordance with the
(then) Singleton Rural Residential Development 2005, Singleton Land Use Strategy
2008 and SSP.

The E4 zone would provide for a small amount of growth, similar in form and nature
to the surrounding settlement pattern (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification Map,
Figure 2 Site Locality Map and Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). Application of
the E4 zone is not expected to have adverse impact on potential productive and
sustainable economic activities on the site, particularly given the site is being used
for environmental living purposes and was identified as being suitable for those

purposes.

The site is located within the Sedgefield Candidate Area (SCA), which provides for
rural residential development. It would retain its rural characteristics and continue to
provide for environmental lifestyle living within a rural context.

Principle (b) — Recognition of the importance of rural lands and agriculture and the
changing nature of agriculture and of trends, demands and issues in agriculture in
the area. Region and State.

The planning proposal recognises the importance of rural land and the changing
needs of agriculture. Land within the site is marginal for agricultural purposes. The
size of the site (16.99 hectares) also places limitations on agricultural production
levels. Loss of productive agricultural land would be negligible. During preparation of
the (then) Rural Residential Seftlement Strategy, NSW Agriculture advised that
“depending on the configuration and property features a minimum lot size of 20-40
hectares is required for environmental sustainability. For sustainable returns from
grazing enterprises significantly larger property sizes are required to provide access
to a balance of land types and natural resources’”. People inside and outside the
Singleton LGA, are seeking alternate lifestyle options. Rezoning and subsequent
development of the site would cater, albeit on a small scale, to growing trends and
demands for lifestyle accommodation in close proximity to Singleton CBD. The site
was identified as being suitable for the proposed land use by the SSP and SLUS
2008.
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Principle (c) — Recognition of the significance of rural land uses to the State and
rural land uses to the State and rural communities, including social and economic
bencfits of rural land usc and development.

The site is located in a rural context, with an existing environmental living/ rural
settlement pattern. Application of the E4 Environmental Living Zone is considered to
be appropriate for the site, particularly as it is located within the SCA (Refer to Figure
7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). The small scale of development achievable on the site
would help ensure that the rural and broader Singleton community could continue to
grow and develop in accordance with the SSP and SLUS 2008. Singleton is identified
as a Strategic Centre under the Hunter Regional Plan 2036. Given the site is located
within 6km of Singleton CBD and identified as a Candidate Area suitable for rural
lifestyle development, the proposal would facilitate rural living that also provides
social and economic benefits to Singleton.

Principle (d) — /n planning for rural lands, to balance the social, economic and
environmental interests of the community.

Application of the proposed E4 Environmental Living Zone is based on the
requirements of the SSP. The proposal would provide for a small amount of growth in
the SCA (Refer to Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area). Environmental values of the
site would be protected by ensuring that any future subdivision and development is
well designed, with building envelopes sited to minimise/ mitigate and manage any
adverse impacts. This would help ensure that any lots developed within the site have
the capacity to accommodate on-site effluent dispersal, which would reduce impacts
on soil, water and the environment.

The proposal would provide for environmental living on the site and be consistent
with adjoin and adjacent land use.

As the site is located within the SCA, and more broadly, has been identified as being
suitable for future rural residential development in accordance with the (then)
Singleton Rural Residential Development Strategy 2005 and Singleton Land Use
Strategy 2008, the proposal is considered to be capable of achieving a balance
between social, economic and environmental interests of the community.

Principle (e) — The identification and protection of natural resources, having regard
to maintaining biodiversity, the protection of native vegetation, the importance of
water resources and avoiding constrained land.

The proposal is unlikely to have any adverse impacts on natural resources,
biodiversity and native vegetation or water resources. Historically the site has been
used for agricultural purposes (i.e. grazing) and is predominantly cleared grassland
with scattered trees. A small isolated stand of Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest - EEC
(approximately 3614.42m? with a perimeter of 269.86m) and dam are located in the
north-eastern corner of the site. As proposed, any future building envelopes should
be designed and sited away from the existing EEC and dam.
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The site is not currently serviced by reticulated water supply. It uses on-site water
storage tanks to service the existing residence. Any future development of the site
would need to ensure that adequate on-site water storage tanks are provided.
Impacts on water resources, erosion and sedimentation, and water quality controls
must be addressed through the development application process.

Principle (f) — The provision of opportunities for rural lifestyle, settlement and
housing that contributes to the social and economic welfare of rural communities.

The proposal provides for environmental living within a rural context. Proposed land
uses align with land uses on neighbouring and surrounding properties within the area
(Refer to Figures 1 Site Identification Map, Figure 2 Site Locality Map and Figure 7
Sedgefield Candidate Area). No significant adverse impacts on the welfare of the
local community have been identified.

Principle (g) — The consideration of impacts on services and infrastructure and
appropriate location when providing for rural housing.

The proposal would provide for environmental living within a rural context. It is
unlikely to have any adverse impacts on infrastructure and services. The site is
located within the SCA and is considered to be suitable for any future low-impact
residential development. Services in terms of electricity and telecommunications are
connected to the site and have the capacity to be provided to any future development
at the owner’s expense. Broadband services are not yet available in the area or
broader Singleton LGA. Town water and sewer supplies are not available to the site
or broader Sedgefield area. The site would rely on rainwater storage tanks and on-
site waste management systems. Gresford Road is a sealed road that provides direct
access to the site. Lots created by the proposed rezoning and subsequent
subdivision should be accessed for safety purposes from Roughit Lane not Gresford
Road. Infrastructure servicing is a standard consideration at development application
stage. Section C provides further infrastructure assessment for the site.

Principle (h) — Ensuring consistency with any applicable regional strategy of the
Department of Planning and any applicable local strategy endorsed by the Director-
General.

The proposal is considered to be consistent with past and current local strategies
including the (then) Singleton Rural Residential Development Strategy 2005 and
Singleton Land Use Strategy 2008. The proposal is also considered to be generally
consistent with Hunter Regional Plan 2036 and Upper Hunter Strategic Regional
Land Use Plan 2012 and is discussed further in Part 3, Section B.
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The Rural Subdivision Principles are outlined below with discussion about how the
proposal would be consistent:

Principle (a) — The minimisation of rural land fragmentation.

The site is located within the SCA, which is highly fragmented rural land and
therefore considered suitable for environmental living (Refer to Figure 7 Sedgefield
Candidate Area). Minimum lot size requirements for development are 5 hectares,
which would further help ensure that any future development of the site is undertaken
in an appropriate manner in accordance with the SSP. Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate
Area demonstrates that the SCA is already highly fragmented and being used for
purpose of rural lifestyle.

Principle (b) — The minimisation of rural land use conflicts, particularly between
residential land uses and other rural land uses.

Given the existing environmental living settiement pattern throughout the SCA, the
proposal would be consistent with the rural character, context and surrounding land
uses. Existing properties in the area are generally being used for rural lifestyle
purposes (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification Map, Figure 2 Site Locality Map and
Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area).

Provisions under the Singleton Development Control Plan 2014 are expected to help
minimise any potential for land use conflict. Land use conflict between properties
could also be managed by providing for a level of separation between buildings and
encouraging adequate setbacks to provide a measure of privacy and amenity
between neighbouring properties.

Principle (c) — The consideration of the nature of existing agricultural holdings and
the existing and planned future supply of rural residential land when considering lot
sizes for rural lands.

The site is located in the SCA. The Sedgefield Structure Plan, Singleton Rural
Residential Strategy 2005 and Singleton Land Use Strategy 2008 all identify the SCA
as being suitable for rural residential development. Land surrounding the site is used
predominantly for environmental living and would be compatible with the proposed
land use. Larger holdings to the west of the site are agricultural holdings
predominantly being used for rural lifestyle and grazing (i.e. equine, beef etc.). Given
the small scale of the proposal and surrounding characteristics of the locality, the
proposal is unlikely to have any adverse impacts (Refer to Figure 1 Site Identification
Map and Figure 7 Sedgefield Candidate Area).

Principle (d) — The consideration of the natural and physical constraints and
opportunities of land.

The proposal takes into consideration the natural constraints of the site, including

topography. Any future development on the site could be designed and sited to avoid
impacts on the existing EEC, intermittent drainage line and small dam. The proposal
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provides for a limited amount of growth, not overdevelopment, which would help
ensure that environmental outcomes are taken into consideration, particularly the
natural constraints of the site.

Principle (e) — Ensuring that planning for dwelling opportunities takes account of
those constraints.

The proposal would provide for a small amount of low-impact residential
development. Lots would generally be developed in a similar form and nature to the
existing rural settlement pattern and in accordance with the SSP.

Any future development of the site should be designed, sited and managed to avoid,
minimise/ mitigate any significant adverse site impacts. Provisions under the
Singleton Development Control Plan 2014 would further ensure that site constraints
and opportunities are adequately considered when planning for new dwellings on the
site.

The site is considered to provide minimum opportunity for productive and sustainable
agricultural development, given the size of the land and associated residential
activities.

The proposal could provide for the creation of around 3 lots in total (one additional
lot). An existing residence and associated infrastructure would be located on one lot,
and the remaining two lots would be developed for low-impact residential purposes.
The limited amount of development potential on the land through application of a 5
hectare minimum lot size would also help ensure that ecological and aesthetic values
are maintained.

According to the Singleton Land Use Strategy (SLUS) 2008 and Sedgefield Structure
Plan (SSP) 2009, the site has been identified as a candidate area for rezoning for
environmental living purposes. Given the demand for lifestyle accommodation in
close proximity to Singleton CBD, throughout the Singleton LGA and general Hunter
region, application of the E4 zone would be appropriate.

Development of the site is not significantly constrained by native vegetation or
biodiversity impacts. The low density and permissible land uses within the E4 zone
are unlikely to result in any significant adverse impacts on water resources. Demand
and impact on existing services and infrastructure would be minimal.
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