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	SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT TO PANEL 

HUNTER AND CENTRAL COAST REGIONAL PLANNING PANEL 


	PANEL REFERENCE & DA NUMBER
	PPSSHCC-297

DA/1295/2023

PAN -340527

CNR - 58161

	PROPOSAL 
	Proposed 14 lot community title subdivision (in 2 stages) and associated works including new highway intersection, with slip lane and traffic signals, internal access roads, provision of services and landscaping and other works. 

	ADDRESS
	49-65 Wentworth Avenue, and 80-110 Pacific Highway, Doyalson (Doyalson RSL Club)

Lots 1- 9 DP.215875, Lot 1 DP.503655, Lot 11 DP.240685, Lot 49 DP.707586, Lot 7 DP.240685 and Pacific Highway, Doyalson (adjoining the above Lots 7 and 49)

	APPLICANT
	SLR Consulting

	OWNER
	Doyalson Wyee RSL Club Ltd

	DA LODGEMENT DATE
	19 July 2023

	APPLICATION TYPE 
	Integrated Development

	REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT CRITERIA
	Clause 5(a), Schedule 6 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Planning Systems) 2021: Private Road Infrastructure Facilities.

	CIV
	$8,434,516 (excluding GST)

	SCHEDULED MEETING DATE
	18 February 2025

	PLAN VERSION
	12 April 2023 and 26 June 24

	PREPARED BY
	  Principal Development Planner (Salli Pendergast)

	DATE OF REPORT
	14 April 2026


DA/1295/2023 was deferred by the Regional Planning Panel on 18 February 2025 for additional information (previously requested by Council) to be provided by the applicant in order for the Panel to properly assess the application. 

The record of deferral under the Panel minutes dated 4 March 2025 specified the following actions:

[image: image3.png]ACTIONS
The Development Application be deferred for the following:

1
2.

The Applicant to provide the information at points (a) — (f).
A formal written request to amend the application is required to be uploaded to Planning Portal within
six (6) weeks, outlining:

a. Particulars sufficient to indicate the nature of the change of the development, as required

under section 37 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2021

b. updated technical reports relied on in the amended application.
Council is requested to refer the Development Application to the Department of Health.
Council is requested to provide an addendum assessment report responding to the matters above,
which is to be uploaded to the Planning Portal within four (4) weeks of the upload of the Applicants
required information to the Planning Portal.
‘When the updated assessment report is received the Panel will determine the application by way of
electronic determination.





[image: image4.png]‘The following information is required for the Panel to properly assess the application as previously requested by

Consideration of the Planners North v Ballina Shire Council [2021] NSWLEC 120 decision. The BDAR is to
be revised to detail avoidance and minimisation of biodiversity impacts being provided outside of land
already zoned C2. In accordance with the BAM (including Section 7.1) the BDAR is to outline the analysis
undertaken of alternative designs that would improve avoidance and minimisation of biodiversity

pacts (such as options considered during the rezoning).

Amend the design of water and sewer alignments that show these services set back from the C2

Biodiversity Corridor as to not impact any trees or vegetation in the corridor.
ATree Protection Plan and Amended Arboriculture Impact Assessments prepared by a minimum AQF 5

level Arborist is required which demonstrates:
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(i)

(iv)

)

Reassessment of trees proposed to be removed in Landscape Corridor E, to determine if they
can be retained with suitable protection measures, including hollow bearing trees.

The intent of the Landscape Corridor E as outlined in the Voluntary Planning Agreement is to
retain existing trees, including 31 hollow bearing trees. Speci
required to retain trees Landscape Corridor E are required as per the VPA, including mapping of
TPZs for individual trees to show setbacks and specific protection measures required.

Tree Protection Measures

Trees

the Central Park area of Landscape Corridor E and in Landscape Corridor G must be
included in the Arborist Assessment and Tree Protection Plan.

‘Show and consider the impact on trees of proposed location of road crossings for Corridor E.
Roads are to be located to minimise tree impacts.

In relation to Biodiversity Corridor F and Landscape Corridor G, the Tree Protection Plan and
Amended Arboriculture Impact Assessment is to address tree protection requirements for trees
within these corridors along the edges, including protection req
methodology for the proposed installation of water and sewer. Water and sewer location will
need to be set back from the C2 corridor.

ements and construction









[image: image6.png]d)  Anupdated Landscape Management Plan which:
U}

(iv)

)

(i)

(vii)

References the results of the Tree Protection Plan and Amended Arboriculture Impact

Assessment and be consistent with those plans in relation to tree retention and removal.

Includes specific Tree Protection Measures required to retain trees in Landscape Corridor E as
determined by the Arborist, including mapping of TPZs for individual trees to show setbacks
and specific protection measures required. The LMP must include “the requisite measures for
the retention of hollow bearing trees”, including SRZs and TPZs for each tree.

Shows and consider the impact on trees of proposed location of road crossings for corridor E as
per VPA. Roads are to be located to minimise tree impacts.

Complies with all the requirements of Jemena for revegetation of the gas pipeline Landscape

Corridor D.

Addresses Bushfire requirements, noting that RFS GTAs have not required any APZs. This may
allow for greater understorey vegetation retention within the landscape con
clearing required to meet bushfire protection requirements and specify low impact methods of
mesting these requirements.

Includes type and timing of permanent fencing.
Adds 5m of tree and vegetation retention around all the edges of Corridor E to compensate for
the reduced planting area and outcomes for corridor D due to Jemena specifications. A further
10m is to retained as an undeveloped setback, where no earthworks or development will be
permitted, including no changes to soil depth, excavation or construction. Tt
‘accommodate TPZ of trees on edges of corridor which are at least 10m. The width of this
setback in specific areas of the site could only be reduced if the Tree Protection Plan prepared
by the AQFS arborist demonstrates to the satisfaction of Council’s Ecologist and Tree
Assessment Officer that smaller Tree Protection Zones (TPZs) will be adequate to protect trees
i

isto

the corridor.





[image: image7.png])  An updated Vegetation Management Plan for the Biodiversity Corridor F, which includes:
U}

measures to maintain ecological connectivity across the pipeline clearance area
required by Jemena for gas pipeline, with reference to Clause 5.6 in the VPA. The VMP must
also be specific about revegetation works are achievable in Management Zone 7.

Updated VMP is to specify monitoring and reporting to Council be undertaken every 6 months
for first 3 years, followed by once a year until year 10 or the VMP maintenance peri
confirmed by Council as complete.

Type and timing of permanent fencing.
Incorporate the results of the new Arboriculture Impact Assessments, including in relation to

water and sewer construction.




[image: image8.png]f) A wildlife Management Plan, including all measures specified in the approved BDAR and:




[image: image9.png]0] If hollow bearing trees are proposed to be removed from Landscape Corridor E as a result of
the (as Amended) Arboriculture Impact Assessment, the hollow replacement strategy included
in the WMS must include minimum 2:1 ratio of replacement.

Timing of all measures.





[image: image10.png]‘The Panel considers that this application should be referred to Department of Health as the subdivision of the
land s the first stage in a ing a range of uses including residential — not withstanding that the
development is for subdivision and infrastructure works only.





Amended plans and information to address the above were provided by the applicant on 13 November 2025 and on 22 December 2015 (for finalisation of the BDAR). The revised plans and information have amended the development application pursuant to s37 of the EP & A Regulation 2021.  

A table is provided further below in this report outlining compliance with the above required information as requested by the Panel.   

A number of updated reports were provided including an arborist report, BDAR, Englobo Wildlife Management Plan, Tree Retention Package, Englobo Vegetation Management Plan, Englobo Landscape Management Plans and Concept Landscape Masterplans for each corridor. Additional tree surveys have been completed to refine the services layout and minimise vegetation impacts. 
The updated plans are referred to as ‘englobo’ as the proposed works related to the VPA corridors (D, E, F & G) are intended to be deferred to subsequent later development applications for the future development of each super lot,  at which stage site-specific versions of the plans will be developed in accordance with the context of the initial Landscape Plan and as required by the VPA. 

The amended plans include the following changes:

· Primary Road: Minor realignment to provide greater protection to existing trees. 

· Sewer and water services: Minor realignment to increase the setback from the adjoining C2 Environmental Conservation zone. 

There is no change to the subdivision plan including the lot sizes or boundaries. The amended plans were referred both internally and to various external authorities as outlined below.

1. REFERRALS AND SUBMISSIONS 

1.1 Agency Referrals and Concurrence 

The amended development application has been referred to various agencies for updated comment/concurrence/referral as required by the EP&A Act as outlined below in Table 1. 

There are no outstanding issues arising from these concurrence and referral requirements subject to the imposition of the recommended conditions. 

Table 1: Concurrence and Referrals to agencies

	Agency
	Concurrence/

referral trigger
	Comments 

(Issue, resolution, conditions)
	Resolved



	Concurrence Requirements (s4.13 of EP&A Act)

	Planning Secretary

NSW Dept of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (State Infrastructure)
	Clause 6.1 - CCLEP 2022
	Planning Secretary’s concurrence was granted for the development on 18 Oct 2024. No State VPA or contribution was required. No change or further referral was needed.
	Y

	Transport for NSW
	s138(1)&(2) Roads Act 1993 – consent to carry out work over a classified public road and disturb the surface of a public road.
	Updated response received with amendments to recommended conditions. 
	Y

	Referral/Consultation Agencies 

	Jemena
	s.2.77 SEPP (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 – development adjacent to land in a pipeline corridor
	Updated response received. No objection subject to conditions.
	Y

	Ausgrid


	Section 2.48 – State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021
Development near electrical infrastructure
	Updated response received. No objection subject to conditions
	Y

	NSW Department of Health - Central Coast Local Health District
	Panel request due to concerns raised in submissions.
	Comments provided and discussed below.
	Y

	Integrated Development (S 4.46 of the EP&A Act)

	NSW Rural Fire Service
	s100B - Rural Fires Act 1997

bush fire safety of subdivision of land that could lawfully be used for residential or rural residential purposes or development of land for special fire protection purposes.
	Updated response received and GTA’s and a BFSA issued for the development.

	Y

	Subsidence Advisory NSW
	s.22 Coal Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 2017 – approval to subdivide land within a mine subsidence district.
	GTA’s previously granted and plans stamped.
	Y

	NSW Dept of Planning and Environment - Water 
	s91 – Water Management Act 2000 (WMA) – Controlled Activity Approval (CAA) under Part 3 of Chapter 3
	GTA’s previously provided requiring a CAA under the WMA 2000.
	Y


1.2 Council Officer Referrals

The amended development application has been referred to various Council officers for technical review as outlined Table 2. 

Table 2: Consideration of Council Referrals

	Officer
	Comments
	Resolved 

	Senior Development Engineer
	Council’s Senior Development Engineer raised no objections subject to conditions. 
	Y

	Traffic Engineer
	Council’s Traffic and Transport Engineer raised no objection subject to conditions. 
	Y

	Principal Ecologist
	Council’s Principal Ecologist has raised no objection subject to imposition of specified conditions.
	Y

	Water and Sewer
	Council’s Team Leader - Water Assessments has raised no objections subject to approval under the Water Management Act 2000.
	Y

	Environmental Protection Officer
	Council’s Senior Environmental Protection Officer has provided comments and recommended conditions.
	Y

	Contributions Officer
	Council’s Contributions Officer has provided comments and a condition to be included for a Section 7.12 contribution.
	Y

	Tree Officer
	Council’s Tree Officer assessed the application, and no objection was raised subject to conditions.
	Y


NSW Health Comments

The following matters (shown as dot points) were raised in the submission received from NSW Health and considered by Council’s Senior Environment Protection Officer and other officers.

The Appropriate Regulatory Authority

· The PHU anticipates that contamination site investigations and remediation action plans, and air quality, noise and vibration impact assessment and management actions, are comprehensive and to the satisfaction of Council, as the Appropriate Regulatory Authority.

Comment: Suitable information has been provided with regard to the consideration of these impacts and subject to recommended modified conditions, the proposal including these aspects, is considered satisfactory.

Contamination

· Why PFAS compounds have not been included as Contaminants of Potential Concern in Table 5.1 of the Conceptual Site Model, and further addressed in the RAP, SEE and IEMP. 

Comment: PFAS has been reported in two groundwater monitoring wells at the site. Notably PFHxS+PFOS exceeded the adopted recreational water criterion (10 x drinking) at one well (MW04). However, no PFAS was reported in soil at the site. 

Areas to the south and immediately east of site are designated PFAS investigation areas. It is considered that these PFAS occurrences in groundwater can be attributed to regional background levels. There is a reticulated drinking water supply and there is no known beneficial use of groundwater at or in the vicinity of the site. Given this, remediation/ management of groundwater on site is not considered to be necessary.

· Whether the human health risk assessment referred to above has been completed or is relevant to the current application and/or future site development. If the assessment has been completed, please provide the report. 

Comment: An Interim Environmental Management Plan, prepared by JBS&G in 2019, is currently in place across the site (see D16600705). The objective of the IEMP is to ensure the ongoing suitability of the site via identification and maintenance of cap/cover measures that form a physical barrier to the underlying contaminated soil present at depth beneath the management area. The purpose of this IEMP is to protect the health and safety of personnel who use or work on the site, and to protect the environment – both on and off site. It is anticipated that this IEMP will operate on an interim basis until future remediation and redevelopment works are undertaken on the site, and in particular to the management area.
This IEMP states that it comes into force on the date of final issue (2019) and that the client, or its nominated representative, will be responsible for the ongoing implementation of this IEMP.

Air quality, Noise and Vibrations Impacts

· Whether the control measures (noise, vibration and dust) described in the RAP will be applied to the works proposed under the current application

Comment: Conditions that relate to the implementation of the RAP/Revised Rap have been included, as have additional conditions that relate to the implementation of control measures. Additionally, conditions have been included that require the preparation and Council’s approval of a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) prior to works (Condition 3.19) and the implementation of this plan during works. This report will need to be comprehensive and include all possible impacts associated with the proposed works and mitigation measures to address impacts to be approved.

Prior to works

3.19  Engage an appropriately qualified consultant to prepare a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which outlines specific actions to be taken that prevent, control, and mitigate environmental and human impacts associated with the construction project. It should outline procedures for managing, monitoring, reporting, and responding to any potential environmental issues that may arise during the project. Noise and vibration mitigation should include measures to ensure that noise generated by construction and rehabilitation activities do not exceed relevant noise criteria at surrounding noise sensitive receivers, in accordance with the Interim Construction Noise Guideline. Submit the Plan to Council for review and approval.  

During Works

4.22  Undertake remediation works in accordance with the approved Remediation Action Plan.  

4.23  Undertake works in accordance with the approved Construction Environmental Management Plan.

4.28  Undertake demolition works in accordance with the recommendations included in the Hazardous Materials Survey.

4.31  Implement dust control measures to ensure airborne dust particulates and asbestos fibres from remediation works are abated and airborne movement of sediment blown from exposed disturbed areas is contained within the site. 

4.33  Do not give rise to offensive noise as defined in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997.

· That environmental impact assessments including identification of appropriate mitigation measures, have been completed to the satisfaction of council as the ARA and made available to the Hunter and Central Coast Regional Planning Panel (the Panel if the Panel so requires). 

Comment: The site has been the subject of previous environmental investigations which identified an area of non-friable (bonded) asbestos containing materials (ACM) and aesthetic impacted fill material requiring remediation/management which is in the south-eastern corner of the site, across sports field tier 3. 

The planning proposal and development application were accompanied by various assessments to identify and address the environmental impacts and suitability of the site for the proposal.  

A preliminary site investigation (GHD) and a detailed site investigation (JBS&G) were both prepared as part of the planning proposal application to rezone the site for residential. The DSI recommended a Remedial Action Plan be developed detailing the works required to manage and remove the identified asbestos and anthropogenic materials from soil to render the site suitable for proposed sensitive land uses.  
JBS&G prepared a Risk Assessment and Interim Environmental Management Plan for the sports fields. The risk assessment (JBS&G, 2019) for the sport fields concluded that there are no unacceptable risks to site users who occupy the site for general recreational and/or surficial maintenance purposes. Additionally, an interim environmental management plan (IEMP) (JBS &G) was also prepared with the planning proposal to ensure the ongoing management of cap/cover measures that form a physical barrier to the underlying contaminated soil. The continued implementation of the plan has been conditioned (condition 3.16) to minimise the potential for uncontrolled exposure of site users and/or workers to potentially impacted material.
Under the recommended conditions, a site auditor is required to be engaged to review the remediation strategy prior to works commencing.  

· Submissions by community members indicate concern about contamination associated with surrounding land uses, particularly power stations and associated infrastructure such as coal ash dams. We suggest that the applicant consult with the community on these concerns and the potential relevance to this site. 

Comment: Noted. The applicant has provided the following response to this comment:

For the reasons set out below, further community consultation in relation to these matters for the purposes of the Panel finalising its determination of the DA is unwarranted and unnecessary. The relevant surrounding land uses are closely and actively being monitored by the appropriate environmental and dam safety regulators, and managed by their owners. Both sites are subject to specific regulation by the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA), and by Dams Safety NSW whose primary responsibility is ensuring that owners of dams manage safety risks and comply with the applicable legislation.

On the question of contamination, extensive investigations by qualified technical experts have confirmed the Site's suitability for future residential land uses.

Regulation of power stations and ash dams

As the Panel would be aware, there is a strict regulatory framework under which coal fired power stations and coal ash repositories are operated, rehabilitated and, where necessary, remediated.
The Site is located in proximity to two power stations and associated infrastructure:

1. The former Lake Munmorah Power Station owned by GPM and associated ash dam (Colongra

     Lake); and

2. The Vales Point Power Station operated by Delta and associated ash dam (Mannering Lake).

The former Lake Munmorah Power Station is regulated under Environment Protection Licence (EPL) 759 and is subject to extensive environmental monitoring and reporting obligations overseen by the EPA, and annual dam safety obligations overseen by Dams Safety NSW. By way of example, GPM's website discloses that the former Lake Munmorah Power Station is subject to:

• Pollution Incident Response Management Plan required by EPL 759;

• Regular environmental monitoring, for which data required by EPL 759 is made publicly available;

• A voluntary management proposal made under the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997; and

• Annual Dam Safety Standards reporting to the regulator under the Dams Safety Act 2015. In this regard, reports for the past four years are available which demonstrate the dam owner's compliance with the dam safety standards set out in the Dams Safety Regulation 2019.

We understand from our client's discussions with GPM that historical areas of the ash dam where there was previously exposed ash have now been almost completely re-vegetated, and the balance of the ash area is retained under water. Further, GPM has informed our client that it undertakes additional dust monitoring over and above what is required by EPL 759 which confirms that dust is not generated by the ash dam.

Similarly, the Vales Point Power Station is regulated under EPL 761 and is subject to extensive environmental monitoring and reporting obligations overseen by the EPA, and annual dam safety obligations overseen by Dams Safety NSW. Delta has the following information publicly available on its website:

• Pollution Incident Response Management Plan required by EPL 761;

• environmental monitoring data required by EPL 761; and

• Annual Dam Safety Standards Reports for 2025.

Suggested Conditions of Approval

If the application is approved, we suggest that conditions be applied to ensure that:

1 The site is comprehensively assessed for the presence of contaminants of potential concern, including contaminants that may originate beyond the site boundaries and having potential to be detected on the site. Appropriate management strategies should be identified including an Unexpected Finds Protocol. The assessment is to be to the satisfaction of the Appropriate Regulatory Authority. 

2 The Conceptual Site Model is revised to include PFAS compounds and that the site investigations are completed to accurately assess the risk of PFAS compounds with any necessary remedial and management measures identified. 

3 The proposed works do not present a risk to human health, including that of site workers, through exposure to contaminants, including unexpected finds.

4 The surrounding community and site workers are not adversely affected by air quality (particulate matter and odour) and noise and vibration impacts.

5 The applicant consults with the community to discuss and resolve concerns about contamination affecting the site, and real and perceived risks to health. This should include establishing a works schedule that minimises disruption, and a process to enable the community to report and have actioned, any concerns relating to environmental impacts and health. 

Comment: The amended recommended conditions (attached to this report) have been drafted to include where appropriate, conditions addressing the above concerns. The scale of works and remediation required on the site and the proximity of works in the AEC to adjacent residential receivers will require considerable attention to detail. As such, it is reasonable to request the involvement of a site auditor to review the remediation strategy prior to works commencing, which can be conditioned as follows:
#
Engage a site auditor who is accredited by the NSW Environment Protection Authority under the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 to prepare a site audit report and statement that:

· verifies the appropriateness of the preferred remediation strategy, and 

· confirms that the land can be made suitable for the proposed end land use by implementation of the Remediation Action Plan prepared by JBS&G, 2019.

If necessary, submit a revised RAP and associated Site Audit Report and Statement which supports the remediation strategy for Council’s review and approval.  

1.3 Community Consultation 

The proposal was originally notified in accordance with the DCP Chapter 1.2 from 5 August 2023 until 1 September 2023. The Council received a total of four unique submissions, comprising four objections to the proposal. 

Due to the nature of the amendments to the development application with additional supporting information and no substantial change to the subdivision layout or attributes, the amended application did not warrant renotification.
1.4
Panel Matters Raised

A response is provided below in relation to the matters raised by the Panel in their minutes dated 4 March 2025 and a discussion on specific aspects of this has also been included where relevant in Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Response to Panel Minutes

	Panel Minutes Item

	The applicant is to provide the information at points (a) – (f):

	[image: image11.png]Consideration of the Planners North v Ballina Shire Council [2021] NSWLEC 120 decision. The BDAR is to
be revised to detail avoidance and minimisation of biodiversity impacts being provided outside of land
already zoned C2. In accordance with the BAM (including Section 7.1) the BDAR is to outline the analysis
undertaken of alternative designs that would improve avoidance and minimisation of biodiversity
impacts (such as options considered during the rezoning).





Response
The applicant has provided amended plans and an updated BDAR, updated Arborist Report, updated Tree Retention Plans and information, updated Wildlife Management Plan, updated Vegetation Management Plan, updated Landscape Management Plans and additional Landscape Plans have been provided for each of the corridors. Further avoid and minimise details have been provided.
Council’s Ecologist has assessed the revised plans and information and has commented as follows: The applicant has included greater discussion in the BDAR of avoid and minimise as applied throughout the planning process, including the VPA. More information has been provided in relation to the proposed management of Landscape Corridors, which are outside the C2 zoned areas. See further discussion under “Avoid, minimise and mitigate” and “Vegetation Management Plan” in the comments below this table. 

It is noted (and discussed further below) that that the focus of the Vegetation Management Plan has changed with works being deferred to the future development of each of the lots. New recommended conditions are required to ensure adequate provision is made for management of corridors.

	[image: image12.png]b)  Amend the design of water and sewer alignments that show these services set back from the C2
Biodiversity Corridor as to not impact any trees or vegetation in the corridor.




Response
Council’s Ecologist and Tree Assessment Officer have assessed the revised plans and information. Revised water and sewer servicing plans have been provided that relocate services away from the existing vegetation to be retained and the archaeological PAD site. Amended detailed tree information has been provided, with no tree impacts in the C2 Biodiversity Corridor. 

Sewer has been relocated to the west of primary road on the eastern perimeter to not be within 10m of the C2 Corridor F, this also applies to Landscape Corridor G. Water has been relocated to the west of primary road on the eastern perimeter to not be within 10m of the C2 Corridor F, this also applies to Landscape Corridor G.


	[image: image13.png])  ATree Protection Plan and Amended Arboriculture Impact Assessments prepared by a
level Arborist is required which demonstrates:
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i)

(iv)

)

Reassessment of trees proposed to be removed in Landscape Corridor E, to determine if they.
can be retained with suitable protection measures, including hollow bearing trees.

The intent of the Landscape Corridor E as outlined in the Voluntary Planning Agreement is to
retain existing trees, including 31 hollow bearing trees. Specific Tree Protection Measures
required to retain trees Landscape Corridor E are required as per the VPA, including mapping of
TPZs for individual trees to show setbacks and specific protection measures required.

Trees in the Central Park area of Landscape Corridor E and in Landscape Corridor G must be

included in the Arborist Assessment and Tree Protection Plan.

Show and consider the impact on trees of proposed location of road crossings for Corridor E.
Roads are to be located to minimise tree impacts.

In relation to Biodiversity Corridor F and Landscape Corridor G, the Tree Protection Plan and
Amended Arboriculture Impact Assessment

to address tree protection requirements for trees
within these corridors along the edges, including protection requirements and construction
methodology for the proposed installation of water and sewer. Water and sewer location will
need to be set back from the C2 corridor.




Response
Council’s Ecologist and Tree Assessment Officer have assessed the revised plans and information. Amended detailed tree retention plans, a revised arborists report and other information have been provided that comply with the above requirements. All trees are now detailed in the corridors, and the road location has been amended to retain more trees. 

Plans have been provided showing the impact of the road crossings. There are 3 road crossings through Landscape Corridor E, requiring 14 native trees to be removed. No hollow bearing trees are removed. Road crossings 4 - 7 do not require any tree removal.

The trees proposed to be retained and removed have been reassessed in Landscape corridor E. All trees within the central park area of Landscape Corridor E and in Landscape Corridor G have been surveyed and incorporated into the tree protection plans and arborist report. Provisions have been made to retain existing hollow bearing trees (HBT) in corridor E. 
All 31 HBT are retained in corridor E. 
The road has shifted west to remove impacts to vegetation within the biodiversity corridor F. 
Road removed in proximity to corridor E to limit tree removal and light spill into corridor. Water and sewer locations have been setback from the C2 corridor.



	[image: image15.png]d)

An updated Landscape Management Plan which:
(0]

(v)

()

(vi)

References the results of the Tree Protection Plan and Amended Arboriculture Impact
Assessment and be consistent with those plans in relation to tree retention and removal.
Includes specific Tree Protection Measures required to retain trees in Landscape Corridor E as
determined by the Arborist, including mappi
and specific protection measures required. The LMP must include “the requisite measures for
the retention of hollow bearing trees”, including SRZs and TPZs for each tree.

Shows and consider the impact on trees of proposed location of road crossings for corridor E as
per VPA. Roads are to be located to mi

ise tree impacts.

Complies with all the requirements of Jemena for revegetation of the gas pipeline Landscape
Corridor D.

Addresses Bushfire requirements, noting that RFS GTAs have not required any APZs. This may
allow for greater understorey vegetation retention within the landscape corridors. Outline any
clearing required to meet bushfire protection requirements and specify low impact methods of
meeting these requirements.

Includes type and timing of permanent fencing.
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Adds 5m of tree and vegetation retention around all the edges of Corridor E to compensate for
the reduced planting area and outcomes for corridor D due to Jemena specifications. A further
10m is to retained as an undeveloped setback, where no earthworks or development will be
permitted, including no changes to soil depth, excavation or construction. This is to
accommodate TPZ of trees on edges of corridor which are at least 10m. The width of this
setback in specific areas of the site could only be reduced if the Tree Protection Plan prepared
by the AQFS arborist demonstrates to the satisfaction of Council's Ecologist and Tree
Assessment Officer that smaller Tree Protection Zones (TPZs) will be adequate to protect trees
within the corridor.





Response
Council’s Ecologist and Tree Assessment Officer have assessed the updated Landscape Management Plans and other information.

The applicant has prepared overarching plans but now proposes that final plans be developed and implementation undertaken by future lot owners as part of future development applications for super lots. Road crossings have been shifted to allow for greater tree retention. There are 10 trees from Corridor E to be removed to facilitate road crossings. 
Road Crossing 3 was moved slightly west but is generally required in this location to satisfy PBP 2019 for perimeter access. The minor relocation removes any impacts from roadworks and services installation to any TPZs / SRZs within Biodiversity Corridor F. Fencing details have been provided and the applicant advises that permanent fencing along corridors will be minimal.

Refer to detailed discussion under “Vegetation Management Plan, Landscape Management Plans and Management of Corridors” in Ecology Referral for detailed discussion of issues.

The revised GTA’s from NSW RFS have not required provision of any APZ’s. The RFS GTAs have included the applicant’s requirement from their latest bushfire advice: “Prior to issue of a Construction Certificate, compliance of Landscape Corridor C, D, E and G with Clause 3.4 and 3.5 of the VPA is assessed and certified by a suitably qualified bushfire consultant recognised by the NSW Rural Fire Service”. The following ongoing condition has been included for clarity:

6.13
Any future APZ’s (associated with the development of the lots) will need to be provided outside the approved landscape or biodiversity corridors. No clearing of vegetation within the corridors is permitted for any required APZ.

The applicant has argued against the provision of additional 5m of retained vegetation, and this is considered acceptable as additional vegetation has now been retained and clarification has been obtained regarding viable planting options in the Jemena pipeline easement consistent with the VPA. The terms of the easement benefitting Jemena does not permit the planting of trees within 3 metres of the 1m wide gas pipeline at its centre. However, planting is proposed on the balance of the easement in accordance with a defined Easement Planting Zones Plan. 

Additional planting is proposed under the Concept Landscape Masterplan. Landscape Corridor D has a planting strategy of native and endemic species and is structured into three specific zones (with specified plant heights) based on proximity to the gas pipeline. Planting within the pipeline easement is subject to height and location restrictions, ranging from grass and low plants above the pipe footprint, to progressively taller shrubs and small trees toward the easement boundary. 

While these limitations constrain species selection, they are expected to allow for a well-structured native vegetation cover that meets the terms of the VPA. As such, the request for additional planting in Corridor E to compensate for prior limitations in Corridor D is no longer necessary.


	[image: image17.png]e)  An updated Vegetation Management Plan for the Biodiversity Corridor F, which includes:
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(iv)

Specific measures to maintain ecological connectivity across the pipeline clearance area
required by Jemena for gas pipeline, with reference to Clause 5.6 in the VPA. The VMP must
also be specific about revegetation works are achievable in Management Zone 7.

Updated VMP is to specify monitoring and reporting to Council be undertaken every 6 months
for first 3 years, followed by once a year until year 10 or the VMP maintenance period i
confirmed by Council as complete.

Type and timing of permanent fencing.

Incorporate the results of the new Arboriculture Impact Assessments, including in relation to
water and sewer construction.




Response
An updated VMP has been provided, however the VMP does not correctly identify that this corridor is within proposed community Lot 1. The plan states future developers of adjoining lots would need to implement the plan, however those lots will not own the corridor land. 

It is recommended to be conditioned that the landowner Doyalson RSL would need to implement the plan, until such time that the community association is formed and takes over.

Refer to the discussion below regarding “Vegetation Management Plan, Landscape Management Plans and Management of Corridors” for detailed consideration of these issues.



	[image: image18.png]ife Management Plan, including all measures specified in the approved BDAR and:




[image: image19.png][0] If hollow bearing trees are proposed to be removed from Landscape Corridor E as a result of
the (as Amended) Arboriculture Impact Assessment, the hollow replacement strategy included
in the WMS must include minimum 2:1 ratio of replacement.

Timing of all measures.




Response
A revised Wildlife Management Plan has been provided that includes measures specified in the BDAR. The hollows are now being retained. All 31 HBT in corridor E are retained. Timing has been included as requested.

The responsibilities are unclear in the Plan as to who is assigned to carry out the works. Future DA documents will need to define responsibility at later DA or CC stages. A condition has been recommended that requires the WMS to be implemented as part of the development.


	[image: image20.png]A formal written request to amend the applicati
six (6) weeks, outlining:
a. Partidulars sufficient to indicate the nature of the change of the development, as required
under section 37 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2021
b. updated technical reports relied on in the amended application.

is required to be uploaded to Planning Portal within





Response
The applicant provided amended plans and information on the portal which exceeded the timeframe and has been accepted by Council in accordance with the Regulations. 



	[image: image21.png]3. Council is requested to refer the Development Application to the Department of Health.




Response
The application was referred to the relevant sections of NSW Department of Health, being Central Coast Local Health District, including the Health Promotion Unit, Health Planning and Public Health Unit. 

The comments have been attached to the report. A response to the matters raised by CCLHD has been included earlier in the report. In summary, the matters raised have been addressed in the information accompanying the application and the original (and as modified) recommended conditions. 



	[image: image22.png]4. Council is requested to provide an addendum assessment report responding to the matters above,
‘whichis to be uploaded to the Planning Portal within four (4) weeks of the upload of the Applicants
required information to the Planning Portal.




Response
The addendum report has been prepared based on the revised information that has been provided by the applicant. Modified recommended conditions have been provided to the Panel with this report.



	[image: image23.png]5. When the updated assessment report is received the Panel will determine the application by way of
‘electronic determination.





Response
The addendum report for the application is forwarded to the Panel for determination.


Based on the information that has been submitted by the applicant to address the concerns raised by the Panel, it is considered that sufficient information is available to determine the application.

Ecological impacts - detailed discussion

Background

A draft Biodiversity Certification Assessment Report (BCAR) was prepared to support the Planning Proposal, but the site was not granted Bio certification. The requirements for landscape and biodiversity corridors on site are detailed in the VPA that were negotiated at the planning proposal stage.

A BDAR has been provided with the DA. Ecological surveys were undertaken initially in 2018 and 2019 and updated in 2023.

The DA was previously reported to RPP in February 2025 and now has been updated with additional documents that respond to specific comments from RPP and Council. 

The only construction, tree removal and vegetation clearing works to be undertaken under this consent are associated with the intersection works shown in the approved engineering plans. The BDAR provided assesses impacts of the likely future development of the land, as required by Section 7.1(3) of the Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2017.

For the purpose of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, future clearing of the lots as shown in the approved BDAR has been assessed under this consent and the relevant biodiversity credits applied. Future development of lots will be subject to further development applications and will need to comply with the requirements of this overarching subdivision consent and the approved BDAR in relation to biodiversity matters, including compliance with the mitigation measures specified in the approved BDAR.

Below: Vegetation Clearing information from BDAR: [image: image24.png]Table 2.2 - Plant community types

1636 Scribbly Gum - Red Bloodwood - Angophora 6.13 Nota TEC
inopina heathy woodland on lowlands of the Central
Coast

1638 ‘Smooth-barked Apple - Red Bloodwood - Scribbly 1.96 Nota TEC No

‘Gum grass - shrub woodland on lowlands of the.
Central Coast

1717 Broad-leaved Paperbark - Swamp Mahogany - 0.32 Swamp Sclerophyll Forest  No
‘Swamp Oak - Saw Sedge swamp forest of the. on Coastal Floodplains of the
Central Coast and Lower North Coast New South Wales North

Coast, Sydney Basin and
‘South East Comer
Bioregions

Table 2.3 - Direct impacts on native vegetation and threatened ecological communities

EPBC
(condition) Act

Area (ha) [VI Future VIS
score

1717 (Mod_good)  Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on Not Listed 032519 0
Coastal Floodplains of the New

South Wales North Coast, Sydney

Basin and South East Corner

Bioregions

2 1636 (Mod_good) NotaTEC No 613564  Clearall (0),
Partial (11.7)

3 1638(Mod_good) NotaTEC No 19644 ClearAll (0),
Partial (6.2)

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water FINALISED




Avoid, minimise and mitigate

Impacts will be avoided and minimised through the establishment and management of Biodiversity and Landscape Corridors in accordance with the Voluntary Planning Agreement (AS580574) (Central Coast Council, 2022). 

As required by the VPA, all hollow bearing trees in corridor E are to be retained, and appropriate tree protection measures have been provided in revised reports. Council’s Tree Assessment Officer and Ecologist have reviewed this report and raise no concerns.

The majority of the mitigation measures listed in the BDAR will need to be applied at development stage; they are stated to be applicable “before, during and after construction”. As such, an “ongoing” condition has been recommended in this consent to require that future applications for development of lots are to address and comply with the avoidance, minimisation and mitigation measures detailed in the approved BDAR. 

Vegetation Management Plan, Landscape Management Plans and Management of Corridors

Below: Agreed corridors as depicted in the VPA, for the part of the site subject to the current application.

[image: image25.png]/////////W/////f

/////////f//////’///////,nf///////////
2 Lot40




It is proposed that Biodiversity Corridor F be in Association Lot 1 under the community title subdivision.  As outlined in the VPA, 88E covenants are to be placed over corridors to ensure appropriate management, and these will be applied to the Landscape and Biodiversity corridors. 

A revised Vegetation Management Plan for corridors was submitted to Council in November 2025. The below discusses the amended VMP in relation to the previously submitted VMP.

VMP Version 1 (2023), previously reviewed by Council:

•
This was a site-specific Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) prepared to support the subdivision proposal.

•
The VMP linked implementation of vegetation management to the current subdivision development consent.

•
Focused primarily on the Biodiversity Corridor F (north–south corridor along eastern boundary).

VMP Version 3 (submitted 2025):

This report is reframed as an “Englobo Vegetation Management Plan” (EVMP). Explicitly now described as an “in principle” guiding document, not intended to be implemented as part of the current development. This is different to the VMP previously reviewed by Council for the DA. For example revised version states "Future development applications for the 14 Englobo super lots will be submitted to Council, at which stage site-specific VMPs will be developed in accordance with the context of this initial VMP and as required by VPA 2022. Accordingly, the Applicant does not intend to implement the vegetation management outlined in this report as part of the current Englobo Subdivision development application." 

The issues with this arrangement are discussed below:

The Landscape Corridors cross multiple proposed lots. The revised Vegetation Management Plan now proposes that vegetation management will occur later, via future, lot specific VMPs provided at a future DA stage. That is, defers all VMP development and implementation responsibility to future DA consents. Under this scenario, rather than management of the corridors as a whole, it is possible that multiple landowners will be implementing multiple VMPs across the corridors. It is also likely that the timeframes for implementation on each area of land will also be staggered dependant on development timeframes, which has implications for matters such as weed control.

In relation to the Landscape Plans, similar to the VMP, the applicant’s RFI response also states that “Future DAs for the Site will be submitted to Council, at which stage site-specific versions of the plans will be developed in accordance with the context of this initial Landscape Plan and as required by VPA 2022. Therefore, the Proponent does not intend to implement the landscaping outlined in Appendices D, E and F as part of the current Englobo Subdivision DA”.

The individual Landscape Plans state “Future development applications for the 14 Englobo superlots will be submitted to Council, at which stage site-specific Landscape Plans will be developed in accordance with the context of this initial Landscape Plan and as required by VPA 2022. Therefore, the Applicant does not intend to implement the landscaping outlined in this concept design as part of the current Englobo Subdivision development application”

This proposed approach would come with some inherent risks due to the piecemeal corridor management, staggered timing, no single funding source and unknown outcomes that would be determined though future DAs. 

Instead, it is preferred that this be managed though the below recommended  “Prior to release of SC” condition.

5.18
Stage 1. Prior to release of any subdivision certificate, Vegetation Management Plans and Landscape Management Plans for Landscape Corridors are required to be approved by Councils Ecologist for all super lots. Each VMP must:

•
Cover all areas of Landscape Corridor on, or adjoining, the lot. 

•
Be consistent with the Vegetation, Landscape, Tree and Biodiversity Management Plana associated with this consent. 

•
Include measurable performance targets and costs

•
Be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced restoration ecologist. 

•
Integrate with all requirements under the Rural Fires Act and Planning for Bushfire Protection

•
Meet the requirements of the VPA Between Central Coast Council and Doyalson Wyee RSL Club

•
Identify the specific responsibilities and timing for implementation of the plan

•
Be prepared to the satisfaction of Council’s Ecologist prior to release of SC.

An “ongoing” condition as follows is also recommended:

6.6
Future applications for development of each Lot are to be accompanied by schedule of works outlining how the approved Vegetation Management Plan and Landscape Management Plans relevant to that lot will be implemented. Each Vegetation Management Plan is to be implemented by the landowner of the superlot”.

The applicant’s new bushfire advice (D17189187) includes the following requirement (which is also included in the RFS GTAs):

 “Prior to issue of a Construction Certificate, compliance of Landscape Corridor C, D, E and G with Clause 3.4 and 3.5 of the VPA is assessed and certified by a suitably qualified bushfire consultant recognised by the NSW Rural Fire Service”

This could envisage the possibility of clearing within landscape corridors, or there maybe inability to proceed with proposed revegetation, as part of CCs for future development. To avoid any confusion the following condition is recommended:

6.13
Any future APZ’s (associated with the development of the lots) will need to be provided outside the approved landscape or biodiversity corridors. No clearing of vegetation within the corridors is permitted for any required APZ.

The revised “Englobo” VMP report does not recognise that Biodiversity Corridor F is part of the Community Title Association Lot 1 that is proposed to be created by this subdivision. This lot will therefore not be part of future development lots. Therefore, the mechanism as suggested in the revised VMP (as opposed to the original VMP) of requiring site specific VMPs at development application stage for the future lots to provide for the required corridor works is not sufficient to provide for management of this Biodiversity Corridor, as this lot will not be further developed. It is not (but needs to be) stated in the revised VMP and Draft Community Management Statement that the Community Association will need to fund and be responsible for all the Biodiversity Corridor works. 

These matters need to be addressed under the works with this DA, and the mechanism and responsibility for implementation at this time rests with the applicant of this DA for the future management by the Community Association (once established).

To manage this, a condition (below) is recommended that Doyalson RSL is responsible for the Vegetation Management Plan works in Biodiversity Corridor F until the Community Association is formed, at which time the association becomes responsible for the implementation of the VMP for Biodiversity Corridor F.

Council would also need to approve a site specific VMP for the entirety of Biodiversity Corridor F with clear on ground implementation actions, and this would need to be provided by the applicant prior release of SC for this DA. This cannot be linked to future DAs for the reasons outlined above.

The following Prior to SC condition is recommended:

5.17
Stage 1. Prior to release of any subdivision certificate, a Vegetation Management Plan for Biodiversity Corridor F is required to be approved by Councils Ecologist. The VMP must:

•
Cover all areas of Biodiversity Corridor F

•
Be consistent with the “Englobo Vegetation Management Plan” (SLR, Ver 3, 2025), the BDAR (22 December 2025) and all other biodiversity, tree and landscaping plans approved under this consent. 

•
Include responsibilities for undertaking the work; the landholder Doyalson Wyee RSL Club is responsible for the Vegetation Management Plan works in Biodiversity Corridor F until the Community Association is formed, at which time the Community Association becomes responsible for the implementation of the VMP for Biodiversity Corridor F.

•
Specify that year 1 of the plan is to commence implementation upon release of SC

•
Include measurable performance targets and costs

•
Be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced restoration ecologist. 

•
Meet the requirements of the VPA Between Central Coast Council and Doyalson Wyee RSL Club

•
Be prepared to the satisfaction of Council’s Ecologist prior to release of SC.

The following “ongoing” condition is also recommended:

6.5
The landholder Doyalson Wyee RSL Club is responsible for the Vegetation Management Plan works in Biodiversity Corridor F until the Community Association is formed, at which time the Community Association becomes responsible for the implementation of the VMP for Biodiversity Corridor F.

Offset Requirements

The proposal generates the following biodiversity credit requirement to offset residual impacts:

•
143 ecosystem credits for PCT 1636 - Scribbly Gum - Red Bloodwood - Angophora inopina heathy woodland on lowlands of the Central Coast 

•
38 ecosystem credits for PCT 1638 - Smooth-barked Apple - Red Bloodwood - Scribbly Gum grass - shrub woodland on lowlands of the Central Coast 

•
8 ecosystem credits for PCT 1717 - Broad-leaved Paperbark - Swamp Mahogany - Swamp Oak - Saw Sedge swamp forest of the Central Coast and Lower North Coast which is Swamp Sclerophyll Forest EEC 

•
205 Species credits for Glossy Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus lathami, due to potential suitable nest trees

Overall summary of ecology concerns

The application triggers the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Scheme (BOS). A Biodiversity development assessment report (BDAR) has been provided.The development as proposed has adequately avoided and minimised biodiversity impacts as required by Section s 6.4(1) and Section 6.3A of the BC Act (subject to the recommended conditions being applied).

The development is not likely to have a serious and irreversible impact (SAII) on biodiversity, within the meaning of Section 7.16 of the BC Act and cl 6.7 of the BC Regulation.

The retirement of the species and ecosystem credits calculated to offset residual impacts in the BDAR is included in the recommended conditions. The number of credits conditioned is the same as that calculated in the BDAR. The BAM case within BOAMs has been checked with regard to data entry and credit calculations.

Section 7.13 (5) of the BC Act requires that a condition to retire credits is complied with before any development that would impact biodiversity values is carried out.

In relation to SEPP (Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021 Koala Habitat Protection, Council’s Ecologist is satisfied that the development is likely to have low or no impact on koalas or koala habitat.

The ecological impacts of the development application under the latest plans and information have been assessed and is considered to be suitable for approval subject to recommended revised conditions provided as an attachment to the report.

2. CONCLUSION 

This development application has been considered in accordance with the requirements of the EP&A Act and the Regulations as outlined in the Original Officer’s Assessment and this Supplementary Report.
Following a thorough assessment of the relevant planning controls; issues raised in the recent external comments from various government authorities and agencies; and the matters specified for deferral of the DA by the Panel, it is considered that the application can be supported subject to updated and revised recommended conditions. 

The site was recently rezoned for future residential and recreational purposes. The development application proposes a high-level community title subdivision of the site into large lots for future development and including an external signalised intersection to the highway and associated infrastructure. The development of the lots will be the subject of future consent for housing and commercial purposes. 

The site is located within an identified urban release area and can be satisfactorily serviced. The roads, water, sewer and other essential services will be privately managed on the site with off-site connection to public utilities.  The signalised intersection construction on the highway will be approved by TfNSW under a Works Authorisation Deed. The issues raised in the submissions received under formal notification of the application have been previously considered in the original Officer’s Assessment Report. The proposed development is permissible under Central Coast LEP 2022. The required external and internal referrals have been received supporting the proposal subject to recommended conditions. 

The following is a summary of prerequisite conditions for the granting of development consent that have been considered in the assessment report and provided as part of the conclusion, for the benefit of the Panel:

· The Panel can be satisfied that the relevant General Terms of Approval have been obtained from the NSW Rural Fire Service under the Rural Fires Act 1997 in accordance with section 4.47(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, and that the recommended conditions of consent are consistent with the General Terms of Approval in accordance with section 4.47(3) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979.

· The Panel can be satisfied that the relevant General Terms of Approval under s138 of the Roads Act 1993 have been obtained from Transport for NSW in accordance with section 4.47(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, and that the recommended conditions of consent are consistent with the General Terms of Approval in accordance with section 4.47(3) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979.

· The Panel can be satisfied that the relevant General Terms of Approval have been obtained from Subsidence Advisory NSW under s.22 of the Coal Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 2017 in accordance with section 4.47(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, and that the recommended conditions of consent are consistent with the General Terms of Approval in accordance with section 4.47(3) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979.

· The Panel can be satisfied that the relevant General Terms of Approval have been obtained from the Department of Planning and Environment -Water under s.91 of the Water Management Act 2000 in accordance with section 4.47(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, and that the recommended conditions of consent are consistent with the General Terms of Approval in accordance with section 4.47(3) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979.

· In accordance with Chapter 4, section 4.9(2) of the State Environmental Planning Policy (Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021, the Panel can be satisfied that the development will have no impacts upon koalas or koala habitat.

· The Panel can be satisfied that the land can be satisfactorily remediated to be made suitable for the purpose for which the development is proposed to be carried out in accordance with section 4.6 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Resilience and Hazards) 2021. Accordingly, the development is satisfactory having regard for the provisions of section 4.6 of the same SEPP.

· The Panel can be satisfied that the relevant provisions and prerequisite conditions to the granting of consent under State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 have been satisfied and the appropriate state government agencies have been consulted with.
· Having regard for the prerequisite conditions to the granting of consent under the Central Coast Local Environmental Plan 2022, the Panel can be satisfied that the prerequisite conditions to the grant of consent for clauses 5.10, 6.1, 6.2, 7.1, 7.6 have been met.

Subject to revised recommended conditions the site constraints and impacts of the proposal have been addressed.
It is considered that the key issues as outlined in the report have been resolved satisfactorily through the recommended draft conditions at Attachment A. 

3. RECOMMENDATION 

That the Development Application DA/1295/2023 for a proposed 14 lot community title subdivision (in 2 stages) and associated works including new highway intersection, with slip lane and traffic signals, internal access roads, provision of services and landscaping and other works. at 49-65 Wentworth Avenue, and 80-110 Pacific Highway, Doyalson (Doyalson RSL Club) be APPROVED pursuant to Section 4.16(1)(a) or (b) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 subject to the draft conditions of consent attached to this report at Attachment A. 

The following attachments are provided:

· Attachment A: Draft Revised Conditions of consent (including agency comments)

· Attachment B: Subdivision plan, internal and external works plans

· Attachment C: Executed VPA – CCC & Doyalson-Wyee RSL Club Limited

· Attachment D: Draft Community Management Statement

· Attachment E: Panel minutes March 2025

· Attachment F: Officer’s Assessment Report of Feb 2025

· Attachment G: Central Coast Local Health District correspondence

