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PROF LIPMAN: Okay. We will open the meeting. dsloafternoon. Before we
begin, | would like to acknowledge the traditiooalners of the land and pay my
respect to elders past and present. This is a&seédpy Newton Denny Chapelle on
behalf of Clarence Property, the applicant, to ryoitie concept plan and the project
approval for the Casuarina town centre, MP06_0268ification 10. The applicant
is proposing to replace hotel use and medium deresidential lots with low

density residential development, increase the maxirbuilding height in the main
street from three to four storeys, change sombefdad layout, supporting
infrastructure, open space, and make changesgimgtand the timing of the
construction of the beach access.

My name is Zada Lipman, and I'm the chair of thesel, and I'm accompanied by
my fellow commissioners. On my left, Russell MilleOn my right, Peter Duncan.
And assisted by secretariat planning officers Aldelés and David Koppers. The
other attendees at the meeting today are fromweed Shire Council and | will ask
them to introduce themselves in due course fopthposes of the record. In the
interests of openness and transparency, and toesfudlucapture of the information,
today’s meeting will be recorded and a full transowill be produced and placed on
the commission’s website. The meeting is one giatie commission’s decision-
making processes. We've already met with the degant, with the applicant.

We've had a site visit and a public meeting. Aofdgourse, this is the last one of
our meetings at this stage, unless we seek additioformation. And it will form

one of several sources of information on whichabmmission will base their
decision. During the meeting, it's important fanemissioners to ask questions of
attendees if they want issues to be clarified tnefy feel that explanations are
appropriate. If you are asked a question and yotk thave the answer immediately
to hand, please feel free to take the questionoticerand to come back to us later
with a written information, and that will be placed our website. So now we begin.

Before asking you to introduce yourselves, | wqukt like to outline, briefly, what

we would like you to cover today, and this is & sbtaking all the issues that the
department had and sort of distilling all the imfation. We will still have need for
elaboration and one of the first issues is the-&tarey development. The changes in
the plan to the four-storey development and whalikely future height levels are
likely to be. We would like to go through the opsgrace provisions, and particularly
the park — and the Civic Park, and the propose@sestallation there and the size
of the particular allotment which is required tgpart it. And the other aspect was
the beach access, where they — when the constuadtibe beach access should take
place and whether there should be another acaeatabever the position you
consider to be appropriate. So | will hand oveyda. Please introduce yourselves
and then if you could kindly address the comments.

MR O’'CONNELL: Okay. My name is David O’Connedind I'm a town planner
with Tweed Shire Council.
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MR BURTON: Grahame Burton. I'm the open spadeef with Recreation
Services, Tweed Shire Council.

MR SCHWARZ: Brenden Schwarz, development enginéeoking at the overall
development engineering aspect of it.

MR ROSE: Danny Rose, manager Roads and Stormataieveed Shire Council.

MR O’CONNELL: And Simone Gillespie is to come atpin a few moments and, |
guess, at that stage will introduce her, hersé#s.

PROF LIPMAN: Allright. Yes. That will be finePerfect. If you could start off
at looking at the changes. You know, the changasgenmn the LEP; the height
requirements and the four-storey development, batsort of issue.

MR O’CONNELL: Okay. Yes. So the subject siteslgat a 13.6 metre building
height limit on it, and that the application propss three-storey and a four-storey
development, too. |think it's a four-storey dedyghent at three of the sites. So the
council comment on that one previously.

PROF LIPMAN: That's correct, | think.

MR O’CONNELL: Wasn't essentially that the — thevasn’t any specific issues
raised to that from either the council officersttlumked at the application, or the
elected council who endorsed those comments atirrcdaneeting in December of
2017. |think there was design merit to what waisitp proposed there and a
different aspect, | supposed, that was raised duimearlier iteration of design was
that, | suppose, the need to keep a higher deasdystreet articulation and
interaction in that area, and | suppose from tloattof view, the officers raised no
issue with the four-storey building height and étected council didn’t, at that point,
either, when the comments came before to make.

PROF LIPMAN: | suppose | just have two questibese. What prompted you to
raise the height in 2014 and are there currentypdans to reduce it again?

MR O’CONNELL: On the LEP change, | will have ke that question back on
notice and check with our strategic planning umhp obviously went through a
rigorous process in — well, | suppose bringinghiat new look environmental plan.
It's my understanding that the height — that thigletransitions, | suppose, have
also got to do with going from the old local envingental plan to a newer — the
standard template and that’'s what those heightsugeosed to — | suppose they
were kind of considered to be equivalent. | deimithk there was any rigorous design
changes done at that point in time, but | can takéquestion back to our strategic
planning unit and ask a question of them on that.

PROF LIPMAN: Can I just —the second part of nogstion was; are there any
proposals at the moment to reduce those heighisleve- - -
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MR O’CONNELL: There was just height — there isr@oplans to reduce heights in
Kingscliff but not in Casuarina town centre areat tfm aware of. Again, | would
take that back to our strategic planning unit amekck that out with them as well.

PROF LIPMAN: Right. Thank you.
MR MILLER: Can | ask a couple of questions abitnait?
PROF LIPMAN: Yes, sure.

MR MILLER: So what prompted the view that theh®sld be a change in
Kingscliff?

MR O’CONNELL: 1think it was around the electioft. was the most recent
council elections. | think one of the councilleveo was subsequently elected, they
lobbied hard, | suppose, on that basis and obwasslyou would have seen today,
there was a — | suppose there is a public expentttere to keep the height down in
Kingscliff in particular. | think there was a dtigfear, maybe, of overdevelopment
in the area, but | couldn’t — | couldn’t speakuppose, as an officer of council in
any of those things, | suppose, from a - - -

MR MILLER: So there seems to be a fairly strofgngent within the community
down there that thinks the four storeys is a pnoblé’'m not saying it is or it isn’t.
I’'m just — so there is anywhere else where foureste are actually being built in the
council area?

MR O’CONNELL: Yes, well, obviously there’s heiglimits, | suppose, all
throughout, | mean not in the Tweed, for examgilere’s mainly buildings that
would be four storeys and higher.

MR MILLER: Here.

MR O’'CONNELL: Yes. Yes, exactly. And yes, theigiht issue is probably at its
strongest in Kingscliff itself and | suppose just site that we’re looking at, well,
Kingscliff has also attracted some of the simildéertion, | suppose, on it.

PROF LIPMAN: So would you make an exception fostthe Kingscliff area or
would you be considering changing it across thedoaextending it to other areas.

MR O’CONNELL: 1 think it — my understanding is&ahit needed to be changed.
Like wider than just Kingscliff. | think there hagen a couple of different ways in
which it has been looked at, changing the heighit land with draft locality plans,
for example, and like 1 said, I'm not sure wherattis currently up to.

PROF LIPMAN: So you're not sure whether it issindled for Casuarina
eventually?
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MR O’CONNELL: Correct. That's correct.
PROF LIPMAN: Thank you. More questions?
MR DUNCAN: Nothing from me.

PROF LIPMAN: We have just had an additional cauaitendee enter the meeting.
Could you please introduce yourself for the record.

MS GILLESPIE: My name is Simone Gillespie. I'mark on behalf of Water and
Waste Water for Council. My apologies for beinggla

PROF LIPMAN: Thank you. Well, if there are no ma@uestions on the height and
four storey limits, we might move on to the questod open space. Perhaps if you
could take us through that and your feelings oroghen space that has been provided
by the developer.

MR BURTON: Okay. Well, maybe | will take the tkan this one. I've got to be
up front and say I've just returned from two wetdave this morning to find this
meeting on. So I've gone over my old notes andgehl can be reasonably detailed.
I’'m not sure where to start with this one. We"\a the park. Essentially the open
space that you've got is mainly that park. Thevdmt you might consider a linear
park, although we don’t consider it a dedicatiomeirms of public open space, but
you've got that northern corridor. There’s a numtieother areas on this plan that
I’'m looking at, which proposes or indicates opeacgphas been dedicated. But in
fact they're all infiltration or drainage reserveSo there’s really only one large
central park, that north/south easement — easteassiment, sorry — and one or two
small areas along the eastern cycleway that hame dedicated.

One interesting thing — | actually don’t have afipopulation, and | think it's
moved - bit of a moving feast, isn’t it, the firmdpulation for this area. Normally
we do a calculation based on a strict populatiéau know, if you’ve got 1000
people, then you've got to dedicate 1.13 hectafgsilolic open space. This area
hasn’'t been assessed in this way, because it leasapproved for so long with that
area of open space approved. | haven't gone hatkiane a recount and seen how
— actually how many people are going to be livinghis little area. As for the park
itself, it's a good size. Sadly, it has been erbih terms of its useability by other
requirements. | don’t see it as being dysfunclianghe moment and Simone, we
might — you might be able to flesh out a bit mdvew — the disadvantages to this
park are really the fact that - - -

PROF LIPMAN: This is the civic park?

MR BURTON: The civic park. The only — when leeto a park at this stage, |
think it will be the main civic park, because tisattally the only one that we’ve got.
The infiltration basin or drainage reserve to thst®f that certainly eats into the size
and the accessibility of that park. Probably ttreeoawkward thing is the decision
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to put the sewer pump station into the park. Sienmiaybe can tell us a bit more
about its dimensions above ground, but it certagidgs impinge on the usability of
that area and its — as it sits, it's right at tenf of the park, which is — we would
always prefer to have parks sort of accessibleogeth with generous visibility for a
number of reasons. It does put a bit of extraasthucture in an area that we’re not
so keen on.

PROF LIPMAN: Is that — that's on a separate allent, isn't it? It has to be on a
separate allotment?

MR BURTON: No. Well, it's not showing here. dtgoing to be —is it?

MS GILLESPIE: It's a requirement in the conditgon

MR BURTON: Okay. It's going to be in a separiatie in the middle of the park?
MS GILLESPIE: Yes.

MR BURTON: Okay. So does - - -

PROF LIPMAN: Has it been determined what the siizéhat allotment will be?
MS GILLESPIE: At this stage, we haven't receiabugh information from the
developer on the actual design of the pump stasiorthat will help drive it.
However, we do have minimum size requirements iatwhthe turning circles for
vehicles accessing it, for the switchboard andforguys to get to the asset. So we
do have standard drawings outline the minimum etgpiens on the design.

PROF LIPMAN: So what would that be, roughly?

MS GILLESPIE: 1 can't recall off the top of my && what the actual size is, but |
can get back to you on that and have a look ast@ndard drawing.

PROF LIPMAN: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Could I ask a question? It's Peterridan.

PROF LIPMAN: Sure.

MR DUNCAN: We're willing to believe that the majty of the pump station will
be underground. There will be a stand pipe anethebviously, by the sound of it,

some sort of switchboard on the surface.

MS GILLESPIE: Yes. Sothere’s a —the main péit is a large wet well, so
that’s underground assets with the pump.

MR DUNCAN: Yes.
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MS GILLESPIE: There will be a switchboard. Theandl also be another
underground asset which is the valves.

MR DUNCAN: Yes.
MS GILLESPIE: And there will be a vent, an odeent.
MR DUNCAN: A vent.

MS GILLESPIE: And potentially also there will keme sort of cleansing device
attached to that vent. So there won’t be a lobhfvhstructure above the ground.
However, there will still also need to be the as¢éise vehicle access and things like
that.

MR DUNCAN: Yes. Yes.

MS GILLESPIE: So visually there won't be a lot the local residents to see.
However, it still will be an operational site folaver and waste water.

MR DUNCAN: Okay.
PROF LIPMAN: How high is the stack?

MS GILLESPIE: It's going to be 10 metres. We ahée go into detail. Our
minimum is 10 metres. The developers produceddanroreport where — that
suggested they may also consider making it higied so that’s yet to be
determined but our minimum height is 10 metres.

PROF LIPMAN: Right. And you have a requiremdrsttit should be located 50
metres from the nearest residential property. Lmgpht your trials, | noticed also
that it should be approximately 10 metres fromaygtound or anything like that. Is
that correct?

MS GILLESPIE: | can’t comment on the playgrouddnight respond to - - -
MR BURTON: No, I'm saying | haven't heard thateir.

MS GILLESPIE: Right. Okay. We putin a — it Haeen in our standards for a long
time that the minimum expectation that we havelisretres.

PROF LIPMAN: Yes.

MS GILLESPIE: Now, the reason that we say thalh# we — if a developer wants
to make that amount smaller, they need to do saloaraassessment to determine
whether or not what the real impact would be. I&t 50 is the minimum based on

no studies. From that, we take the odour as thesament that has been done. Now,
that’s also desktop at the level we're at hereggtsdously it's not using any actual
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physical information, because it's not built. Se @an only take that with, you
know, certain limitations. On top of that, we'vetgvhat we call a bit of a risk
matrix, based on a whole lot of other asset infdimmasuch as how many people
upstream, how many pumping stations are upstream.

All the different things that will create greatetaurs, to determine what the
reasonable distance from residences should bthislicase, because there’s going to
be, as you said before, development that’s goirigetapproximately four metres
high, that’s going to be higher than our vent stsckve need to take that into
account because odours can come above — highethidanTypically, council has a
10 metre vent stack because most residential hauees5 metres and less, so we
take that into account. So | can provide you \&ittopy of our risk matrix if you

like, but we’ve used that to sort of come up wittmwwe think 30 metres would be
the minimum that we would expect, to protect threalaoesidences from any potential
odours and also nuisance noises potentially tamglse obviously our guys have got
to go out and do weekly maintenance on the siteadiridose sorts of things too, so.

PROF LIPMAN: And you have to — | understand yawd some sort of hazard risk
for playgrounds as well?

MR BURTON: The location of playgrounds and disg&afrom areas that would be
considered a hazard, yes, we have guidelines.

PROF LIPMAN: So would that come within that or?

MR BURTON: | wouldn’'t have thought so.

PROF LIPMAN: No?

MR BURTON: It's normally about things like falts' pools of water.
PROF LIPMAN: Right.

MR BURTON: They're the real issues.

PROF LIPMAN: Right.

MR BURTON: That sort of example hasn’t been —nftasome up.

PROF LIPMAN: And do you — what would the impdaepm the point of view of
odour and nuisance and noise generally be on gngagd in the vicinity?

MR BURTON: That's an interesting question agadimpact. | would have thought
that a playground — if we got service techniciamskng on a sewer pump station, |
wouldn’t see an issue with noise. It's just gehbezkground noise. | don't really
know how much noise you generate. Odour agauspeact that would have an
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impact on people’s wish to go to a playground. Weeit's genuine health impact
or just its tractability.

PROF LIPMAN: Amenity.

MR BURTON: Yes, amenity, thank you. It would uhéely reduce it. | can’t put a
figure on or a percentage. It certainly would efffié. Yes.

MS GILLESPIE: The council has a lot of — we haygproximately 80 sewerage
pumping stations. Most of them are located in laaudk or we prefer it to be located
in parkland and away from residences rather thanbyeresidences or in median
strips and things like that. Unfortunately, iroadf new developments, the public
open spaces is limited so often, to be able to these guidelines for the buffer
zones, they typically would prefer to put the pungpstation in that location rather
than lose a lot to be developed on where, you ktlogve’s — making money, so we
do have a lot of our sewerage pumping stationsrar@ublic open space.

PROF LIPMAN: And were any alternatives sort oftgaied for a pumping station
site or is this the only spot that it could be keckin?

MS GILLESPIE: Council — I don’t know if I'm gointp be going into public open
space now and talking a little bit sewerage infragtire but if | can give you a little
bit of background on why this has occurred. Them@n existing trunk sewer that
runs through this lot now. It was built there ity as part of the development. Part
of this modification was, as you know, to changeltyout and, as such, they also
wanted to therefore change where the seweragelagtan and trunk main was

going to run. Council wasn't really keen on thdga and it has been one of the
bigger problems, | guess, with our assessmentigf Btormwater and sewerage
infrastructure have been, | guess, the two laigetihg factors on what has been
proposed to date. The only way that we could Be@léveloper being able to meet
Council’s design specifications — because we hiawialtions on how deep we will
allow them to build the trunk sewer infrastructeres that they would need to put in
a pumping station. Otherwise, what they had preggseviously was going to meet
our depth requirements. Hence why there’s a pugngtiation at all. At the moment,
there isn’'t one in that location. We discussedtioos with them where it could be
positioned initially. Our preference was that awld be closer to, | guess, where the
sewerage was coming out of the existing developraedtbefore it went into this
development, but that raised concerns for the og@eelwith respect - - -

PROF LIPMAN: Where was that? Where was thatdine

MS GILLESPIE: A new lot, Lot 91. So sort of &et— the sewerage runs from the
north to the south.

MR DUNCAN: The most northerly one.

PROF LIPMAN: Yes.
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MS GILLESPIE: So it was our preference that itNdobe located sort of more
along that area. However, obviously, that imp#otsamount of saleable lots which
was why it was the developer’s preference to put doser to where the park was
going to be. The other limiting factor for themeigen with what they’ve proposed
now, they’re still going to be very close to notetieg the requirements for depths
so design is also a limiting factor in terms of whthey could locate it. So at the
moment, they're still having problems meeting Caltmepecifications for the depth
of the wet well. We have, in our design specifmad, a maximum depth of six
metres and they may have to go just over that @bleto meet the requirements and
| think they will just come in on the five-metregquarement for the trunk sewer so
there’s quite a few things that they had to take account. Also, that stormwater
basin, which is located next to the open space ntiaae it quite difficult for their
design in trying to find a location for the seweingp station. One of the other
problems that they had was that we didn’t wantaweeha long-term asset like a
sewerage pumping station located in our 2100-maxirfilood zone which — | don’t
know if anyone has touched on that as part of thetimg yet - - -

MR ROSE: Erosion zone, rather.
MS GILLESPIE: Erosion zone, sorry.
MR ROSE: Yes, coastal erosion.

MS GILLESPIE: And so we needed it — the sewemagaping station to be located
inside of that zone rather than where it potentiadiuld be impacted by erosion
floods in the future — climate change. So thegeide a few reasons why they
decide, in the end, to put it in that location.

PROF LIPMAN: | see, yes. Thank you. And we ree¢ an amended condition.
One of the conditions that the Department had iragegas in relation to the trunk
sewer that that should be removed prior to any workmencing. We understand
that you're amenable to a new condition giving gou of discretion as to whether
to allow it at an earlier stage. Is that correct?

MS GILLESPIE: The way we've worded it is we stiked to hear, really, what
they're proposing. There has been no proposabanthey will be able to achieve
that. At the end of the day, as | mentioned, tet60 residences upstream of this
location going through that existing trunk seweralieneeds to be operable and
maintainable during the construction so we wantedlalve something in the
conditions that outlined that they couldn’t go gnd bulk earthworks — which is
what they’re proposing, of two to three metresamaf that trunk main while we
still needed to be able to access that.

PROF LIPMAN: Yes.
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MS GILLESPIE: So the agreement they would havi@at is so that if they can
come up with an option, that we’re definitely adire on that so we will be able to do
that underneath the construction certificate sidéiags.

PROF LIPMAN: So this is the amendment in theralé&ve sequencing to that
described in this condition is to be agreed to @maroved by three shire councils,
Water and Waste Water Manager or his delegatentapplication for a certificate
of compliance made under section 305 of the Watmnadement Act 2000 prior to
commencement of earthworks, so that's your - - -

MS GILLESPIE: Yes.

PROF LIPMAN: But that's only going to make — bermitted on the understanding
that they come up with an acceptable solution?

MS GILLESPIE: Exactly. Exactly.

PROF LIPMAN: Right. Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Justin summary, then, is it the pmsit or the location now of the
pump station, it appears to be the optimal locagioen all of the constraints. Is that
what you’re saying, in summary?

MS GILLESPIE: It depends who you ask.

MR DUNCAN: I'm not trying to put words in your noith.

MS GILLESPIE: If you ask Graham, the answer ig™n

MR DUNCAN: | understand the open space issue/’butrying - - -

MS GILLESPIE: Sure. They've still got some desapnstraints.

MR DUNCAN: The easement there.

MS GILLESPIE: They still haven't been able to dematrate that they will be able
to meet all of those requirements but we still mtveeen a construction design that
can meet the six metres. So we have been tal@itigetn about that. There may still

need to be some small changes based on the design.

MR DUNCAN: Generally, location-wise, it appeaoshte there near the road, near
the playground, not the other end of the site gthang like that.

MS GILLESPIE: Correct. Yes.

PROF LIPMAN: So initially, | thought you said thtae allotment — 91, | think it
was — was your preferred site. Is that - - -
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MS GILLESPIE: When we first came to the table,wexe talking to the developer
over — on these for about two years. We talkeavtodifferent engineering
companies to come up with an outcome that suitedybody. Initially, when we
first started discussing pumping stations with thveenwere trying to lead them
towards being closer to the existing developmeminiy because we knew that they
would have limiting factors with respect to that-sietre depth well which they’'ve
since consequently found out themselves. | guesmain reason that we pushed
them towards that was because we understand tis¢raions, we understand the
issues and — but they've been able to come upawtibmpromise that they feel
would be suitable.

PROF LIPMAN: All right. Thank you. Any questish
MR MILLER: And from a recreation and parks poafitview?

MR BURTON: Well, yes, you're right. Simone andrk probably in a sort of a
different opinion. In terms of an ideal park desid’'s not in a great place because
it's right at the front, right where general accasd visibility starts.

MR MILLER: When you say it's not in the right gia, what you’re pointing to is
that the sewerage outlet pumping station is righhe front?

MR BURTON: Yes.
MR MILLER: It's not that the park is right at tHieont.

MR BURTON: No. The sewer pumping station is tighthe front where most
people will want to access it.

MR MILLER: Yes.

MR BURTON: So it also restricts — you know, tHersome wide driveways that go
in there as well which hardens up the site andictesther things that we can do. |
realise these have got to be a compromise. | kheve were some discussions last
year about this location and | think, generally; Barks Department said, “That’s
unfortunate but okay. If we have to live with iewave to live with it”.

MS GILLESPIE: Which you will agree that - - -

MR BURTON: So I'm not about to change that pasitnow. I'm just noting or
saying that there’s arguments for why the storepstation has to be there. It
doesn’t benefit the park at all. It is detrimerttalt. But everything is a
compromise.

PROF LIPMAN: Ifit's a separate allotment, willde cordoned off, or will it be
just part of the park, just open?

.IPC MEETING 23.10.18R2 P-12
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited ~ Transcript in Gmence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS GILLESPIE: It's still part of the park. Yes.
MR BURTON: Yes.
PROF LIPMAN: | see.

MS GILLESPIE: It's more of — the — having a segtarallotment is more in terms

of council assets, so that allotment would becomatar and wastewater asset. The

park would be an asset, so it's more around asaeagement than visual for
customers.

PROF LIPMAN: Any questions ..... Russell?
MR MILLER: No.

PROF LIPMAN: Right. Well, thank you very muclan we move on now to the
guestion — unless you have any further commentsttegr open-space areas or the
drainage of the culvert or anything like that? @anmove on to the beach access
because there was obviously provision made fodalitianal construction of an
additional beach access. What are your feelingstabat, and how is that
progressing, and what has happened there?

MR O’CONNELL: Yes, look, | can say from, obvioysthe original approval had
a condition on there that there was to be a beem#sa provided at a future time.

MR MILLER: I'm sorry to interrupt you, but coulte talk about this in two stages.
There’s access to the pathway and access to tle,lerad we just need to identify
which you're talking about when you're talking alb@u

MR O’'CONNELL: Well, the beach access I've beekirig to mean the access
down to the actual — to close to the foreshor¢hécactual beach, to water.

MR MILLER: So that’s from the walkway to the wate
MR O’'CONNELL: Correct.
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR O’CONNELL: Correct, yes. Yes, so in that grelviously, there’s been a
condition on the approval going back to the origaggproval, basically saying that
there has to be a separate approval got at someipduture for it. Through that,
it's never, | suppose, exactly been clear as tathdreor not that was a separate
development application or anything like that teuppose, any — at any point that
I've been asked the question on it from Newton BDe@Ghapelle, we've gone and
we’ve spoken with our natural resource managemeint And we're — always
informally, | would have to add, but it's alwaysdmeindicated to me that, “Well,
look, we don’t really — our preference would notfbeanother beach access to be

.IPC MEETING 23.10.18R2 P-13
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited ~ Transcript in Gmence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

put there.” But beyond that, it's — | understarahi speaking with the proponent
that they’ve tried to, | think, get landowners’ sent to go about making an
application. They've maybe struggled to do thataso It's something I tried to
clarify with the Department of Planning going batctqink, it was in 2012 or 2013,
to see, well, look, what'’s the intention of thisiddtion, given that they're the
consent holders on the application. And we've neivguppose, got a full resolution,
as in a pathway forward of how to — how that wouildceed.

PROF LIPMAN: What are your views on it, thoughki?hat's council’s views?
What would you like?

MR BURTON: The way the NRM unit manages thosee-vee in a position to
answer that, David? I'm not.

MR O’CONNELL: No, I don't think there’s anybodyele at the moment and — |
suppose there’s also, | think, it must be notedttaresult source was the elected
council who might have views on it as well, andtlaéso there’s — in terms of the
Tweed Reserves ..... Trust there would be a landosiopinion on that as well.
From an officer perspective, | can only, | supposgerate what | said, which is just
a couple of informal discussions | had.

MR MILLER: I'm a little bit confused about thisbause there are three beach
accesses there: one to the north that is alsde@ wmergency access, one almost
just a few metres beyond to the north of whereGhend Parade would come out,
and one to the south. And the reason | was suggese draw a distinction between
access to the walkway, beach walkway and accebe tmeach is that there seem to
be three there already. So I'm just interestekhtmwv what the — you know, where is
the difficulty here?

MR O’CONNELL: The concern. As far as | knowwas with flora and fauna
being damaged, | suppose, by cutting through anaiteess down to the beach, is
my understanding of what the concerns were withitheerms of providing another
one, and I think it was considered - - -

MR MILLER: But it's never proposed that therefoer, is there? Am | correct on
that?

MR O’'CONNELL: I think the - - -
PROF LIPMAN: No, certainly not. No.
MR MILLER: .....

MR O’CONNELL: 1 think the condition has alwaysllea up for it to the east of
the Icon building.
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PROF LIPMAN: There was a condition for anotheress, but it says one of the
others might be closed. So it would have endeditipthree in any event. When
we inspected the site yesterday, we found therealvaady an access fairly close to
where Grand Parade, the main street, would comeWetwere just thinking about
the potential of that access to be used or, pertepanded or a boardwalk rather
than constructing another access.

MR O’CONNELL: Yes. Again, I'm not sure if thats viable offer.
PROF LIPMAN: You haven't explored that?

MR O’'CONNELL: We haven't explored the beach ascigem an opposite
perspective really at all. It's not something thas ever been put in front of us and
said, “Well, this is something that we want to d&@ur knowledge of it is from, |
suppose, the conversation we had with the propon@mund this was the difficulty
that maybe they were having with, ultimately, seaythat beach access there, but
we’ve never done an assessment, | guess.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. Just a quick question on thahe land owner consent is the
Crown Reserve Trust, which is the Kingscliff Trust?

MR O'CONNELL: | believe so. | believe the - - -

MR DUNCAN: Soit's Crown land. So they need &t the approval of Crown
Lands or the Reserve Trust to get the landownernsent. Is that true?

MR BURTON: Just a tiny technicality under the n€wown Lands Act. There
aren’t — there isn’t a trust any more. Councllkely to be the administrator of that
land rather than the trust that's changing overctiteent months.

MR DUNCAN: So, under those circumstances, Counollld have to give the
consent to the land.

MR BURTON: | think we would still need to liaisgth the Crown. I'm not
exactly sure. It really is fluid, this new Act corg in and all the new changes that
are happening.

MR MILLER: So justto be — just for me to be al@md maybe you want to take
this on board and come back. If there was an adoethe walkway from the end of
Grand Parade and no change to the current beaebsaeny question would be
whether Council would have any issue with that? ybo want to take that on board
and come back to us?

MR O’'CONNELL: Yes, | think we would have to. Y,dsom an opposite
perspective do that. Yes, it’s - - -

MR MILLER: That would — I would find that helpful
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MR O'CONNELL: Yes.

PROF LIPMAN: Yes. If you could come back to psrhaps, within the week
because we usually have a week off to be in pubéetings for submissions to be
made and we need to, you know, process the refarit would be useful if you
could let us have information on that and any o#sgrects as soon as you can.

MR O’'CONNELL: Okay. We can certainly provide anament from an opposite
perspective on it. If we need, | suppose, inpoinfyfor example, the elected Council
or any other bodies who have, | suppose, ownesghkes in it, | suppose that might
— I'm not sure if that time constraint would beissue or not but we can come back
after the meeting on that in any case.

MR MILLER: Thank you.

PROF LIPMAN: Right. Thank you. Are there anp@tissues we — is there
anything else that you are unhappy about withghigosal or you would like to
comment on or draw our attention to?

MR ROSE: | guess, from my perspective, as ManRgads and Stormwater, there
was a lot of iterations with the developer on thad and drainage layout and
particularly along the northern corridor where éxésting open swale was replaced
by a piped service and there was a lot of angst ftte community expressed about
the need for that northern buffer and what waspgnapriate width and arrangement
for that. | believe, in the end, we’'ve come tmhuson that Council and the
developer are comfortable with, certainly, at le&isim the engineering point of
view that I'm involved in and, similarly, with theasins on the foreshore.

Like the sewer pump stations and some of thosgshiimere could have been
alternate arrangements which didn’t impact on gulgtien space as much but would
have resulted in the loss of saleable land fod#hesloper and, in the end, they were
able to satisfy that the basins were of an appatgstandard and they were
accessible and maintainable so it's a similar qoedb those other aspects that, yes,
they meet the standards. Whether it's an optiowdtion or not, | guess, is
questionable but, in the end, Council, from an eegiing perspective, was — were
comfortable with the final results for stormwatedahe road system and the
associated pathway system.

PROF LIPMAN: Thank you. Peter?

MR DUNCAN: | just have a quick question on thedaays and the set up — if
Council is comfortable with what's proposed witle thneways and - - -

MR ROSE: We are. Initially, the four-way inteciens didn’t have roundabouts
which the developer amended at our request. THealay is required because those
lots otherwise wouldn’t have a formal road frontag®r a small number of lots,
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that’s acceptable under our specifications. Dolyawe anything to add there,
Brenden?

MR SCHWARZ: They increased the parking on thesbore horizon. Initially, it
was parallel parking but then we've seen an inea@ashe number of car parks on
the foreshore there; provided a better layouter&ls only one lot — I'm just trying
to remember which lot it was — that had issues aitess, whether it was private or
public road. | think we conditioned that one uphathe Department Planning. |
can’t remember which lot it was. But it was ondlwd conditions that we added in
there to extend the property boundaries, so itcleerly a private road rather than a
public.

MR ROSE: Possibly some of these ones.
MR SCHWARZ: Yes, it was those three lots. I'nt tmo sure what - - -
MR ROSE: South of the Icon building car park, vehnere’s a little stub.

MR SCHWARZ: Little stub there with three — they/jprovided as if it was a public
road - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR SCHWARZ: - - -rather than a private road. Wefer those light boundaries
to be extended so it's a private driveway - - -

MR ROSE: Private access.

MR SCHWARZ: - - - and just provide an easemerrat/for access. Otherwise,
as soon as you get to the public standard, yoabkihg at turnarounds and all that
sort of - - -

PROF LIPMAN: | think there’s a condition that &skcare of that aspect, yes.
MR SCHWARZ: Other than that, the first submissi@d multiple retaining walls
that were fairly high. They've reduced all — thewber of retaining walls and the
heights throughout the subdivision, and it's dedlyi a lot better than previously.
PROF LIPMAN: Good. Any more questions?

MR MILLER: I'd like to — not on that point.

PROF LIPMAN: Please go ahead.

MR MILLER: I'djust like to go back to the heiglgsue. I'm getting the sort of

sense that it's a rather fluid issue at the mom&atwhat has it changed to in
Kingscliff?
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MR O’CONNELL: It hasn’t changed as of yet. Is8ll the same height limit that it
was before. Are you talking about the actual - - -

MR MILLER: Yes.
MR O’CONNELL: - - - building height control?
MR MILLER: Yes.

MR O’CONNELL: It hasn't changed in terms of thedal Environmental Plan
control as of yet.

MR MILLER: I'm sorry. |thought you said - - -
PROF LIPMAN: They're thinking about it.
MR MILLER: Thinking about it, perhaps.

MR ROSE: There’s a Kingscliff locality plan inaft form that initially, | think,
proposed some step change in building height,Ha#-tl guess the message loud and
clear from sections of the community and some ofetected body is that the three-
storey remain.

MR MILLER: And you've seen the submissions anel ¢fbjections. No one was in
favour of four storeys, therefore, the 13.6 lev@ob is it — if it's fluid as far as
Kingscliff is concerned, how should we deal witattRuidity in the way in which

we condition this development?

MR ROSE: In compliance with existing zoning, wanik it?
MR O’CONNELL: Well, I understand that - - -
MR MILLER: It complies with the existing zone.h&re’s no doubt about that.

MR O’CONNELL: Well, I understand that if this cospt approval is approved in
its current form, it'll be those three sites, libek, that are, | suppose, open to the
four-storey height limit, that the controls withime concept approval will, | suppose,
supersede any LEP controls or anything, and | ginreddl be then what'’s indicated
as being the intention for the site. | suppose-ths council officers, we — one of the
difficulties you have on a project like this is thrae’re not consent holders of it and
we’re not the consent authority on it either, thhathaven't — | suppose we’re not the
one who makes the ultimate call on it.

So we — all we can do is put council’s positiong #mat includes, | suppose, the
elected council, and we try to take all the offieeaws on board as well to come up
with a — | suppose, as consistent of an overagtiaese as we can to a development,
and if a proposal comes before us as an — at aepfével and it's compliant in
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terms of the height level, which this is, we — pgase there was no reason, at an
officer level, to raise objection to it.

And then when that went before the elected cownsillwhich was obviously — that
was most recently in December 2017 — there wasn$sue raised with it at that
particular point either. Beyond that, | suppose,n assessing or providing
comment on one-off applications, | guess it's qdifécult to look at different areas
and, | guess, read into things that are going ditigadly at a given time, because
there’s always a lot of things going on politicalnd so we have to stick to
whatever controls that we have as best we can.

PROF LIPMAN: | suppose the key thing is theredsdnaft locality plans or
anything else that indicates that there may bewdifft height levels required - - -

MR O’CONNELL: That's correct.
PROF LIPMAN: - - - at this stage.
MR O’CONNELL: That's correct.
PROF LIPMAN: Thank you.

MR MILLER: That's it from me.

PROF LIPMAN: Is there anything else that youkklito discuss with us today, or
is that — does that cover your issues on the dpustat?

MR O’'CONNELL: No. There was a recent issue wehpect to asset protection
zones and, | suppose, any council allotments berigded or burdened as asset
protection zones. | guess in particular themanagement site to the east or with
any land, | suppose, the council were going tcakeng in hand, we — there’'s a — |
suppose a very definite position that we did nattta be burdened as an actual
asset protection zone. | think the conditionse-rttost recent set of conditions that
I've seen have taken that on board, and, you kmhtlwnk there’s basically that the
landscaping will be done, which is quite consisteitih an asset protection zone, but
it wouldn’t actually be a burdened-in-perpetuitgetsprotection zone on behalf of
council, and | guess we’d ask that any — that lbledtept in any final conditions in
the event that this has been - - -

PROF LIPMAN: |- --
MR O’CONNELL: This has been approved.
PROF LIPMAN: I think it is currently a conditian.. right.

MR O’'CONNELL: Yes, correct.
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PROF LIPMAN: All right. Well, thank you very mhc That has been helpful. So
we look forward to getting the additional infornmatithat we requested in due
course, in writing - - -

MR O'CONNELL: Yes.

PROF LIPMAN: - - - and then that will go up onrovebsite as well.

MR O'CONNELL: Sure.

PROF LIPMAN: If there’s any further informatiommy want to include, please do
So.

MR O’CONNELL: Thank you very much.
PROF LIPMAN: Thank you.

MR BURTON: Thank you.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [1.55 pm]
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