Department of Planning and Infrastructure.

Submission opposing the Part 3 A development appation, No 06-0135
Shoalin Temple, Comberton Grange South Nowra.

| object to the application for the Shaolin Templeand tourist and residential complex at Comberton
Grange.

The reasons for my objection are detailed below.

Frances Bray PSM BA B Ed B Ed

PO Box 90
Culburra Beach. NSW 2540 and 53 Silvermere St Culbwa Beach.

Decision-making regarding this application.

| have concerns regarding Shoalhaven City Councibsflicts of interest and failure to consult witte
Shoalhaven community in this matter.

Comberton Grange is a property that was owned lmalBhven City Council on behalf of the Shoalhaven
community. Council sold the property to the Shasliundation Australia and is the mortgage holder.

Shoalhaven City Council did not consult with thentounity prior to the sale or at the time of makitsy
submission to the South Coast Sensitive Urban L&sidgew in 2006 or since the Development Applicatio
was lodged.

Shoalhaven City Council is not therefore in a posito provide an impartial assessment of the benef
otherwise of this development application on bebathe Shoalhaven Community.

Environmental values of the Jervis Bay Region.

Comberton Grange is located in the catchment ofisI&ay, including the much of the northern catchtne
of Currambene Creek and Bid Bid Creek.

Jervis Bay possesses outstanding natural valuessaofdgreat significance to the Aboriginal comntyni
Coastal forests, heath and wetlands, all rich odibersity surround the Bay. Its varied sceneryjtevh
beaches and imposing cliffs are celebrated for thaiural, aesthetic, cultural, scientific, recieaal and
economic values. The clear, unpolluted watersuénfted by warm and cool temperate currents, support
diverse marine life.

Jervis Bay possesses unsurpassed natural valumsgnised in its listing as a Wetland of National
Importance and as a Marine Park and with the sodeprotected by Jervis Bay and Booderee National
Parks. The aquatic values of Currambene Creelt aselalso recognised through Sanctuary Zonindnén t
Jervis Bay Marine Park Plan of Management, andaaisgh the Wetland of National Importance listingda
designation of the northern shore of the Creek®ERP 14 Coastal Wetland.

The Jervis Bay Region is recognised as a terredtidaiversity hot spot, with many threatened spsci
dependent on maintenance of natural vegetation eonities and habitat corridors for their survival.

The high environment values of the Jervis Bay Regibe sensitivity of Jervis Bay and its catchmient
development pressures have been recognised andrtirpq@tected in particular the Jervis Bay Regional
Environment Plan 1996 and the South Coast Reglinategy 2007 and South Coast Regional Conservation
Plan 2010 and the Shoalhaven Local Environment P3&% and 2009 Draft. Their importance to the docia
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and economic wellbeing of the residents of the dras been recognised in NSW and Shoalhaven City
Council strategic planning measures.

All these documents have as their objective maiirigi the natural values, especially water qualitg,a
habitat corridors of the Jervis Bay Region.

Furthermore | do not consider that the social aswhemic benefits of this proposal has been dematestr
especially when the development has expanded wegthrid its original concept and when additional load
borne Shoalhaven City Council ratepayers froméag hot been taken into account.

Main objections.

| do not consider that this application has demaesd that it would maintain the high environmemues

of Jervis Bay and Currambene Creek and its wetlasdsgell as the native vegetation of the HabitatiGor
designated in the Jervis Bay Regional Environméart."Map 3.

I do not consider that the proposal is consisteith whe precautionary principle or other regulatory
requirements and accordingly should not be apprdsed later section.

The South Coast Sensitive Urban Lands Review cersidthat development of certain parts of the site
would be acceptable if adequate measures were talesure;

* Water quality of Currambene Creek was maintained.

* Riparian vegetation is rehabilitated and protected.

» There is no significant disturbance to salt margtmesmangroves along the banks of Currambene Creek.
* There is no significant disturbance to other EECshe site.

* There is no significant disturbance to areas ofi laigltural values

» Sufficient natural vegetation is retained withiabftat corridors on the site to maintain the intggof
these corridors.

Water quality.

Potential impacts on the water quality of the aibel its creeks, on Currambene Creek and JervishBey
not been addressed as requested in the Direct@r@&srrequirements.

The impacts of the construction phase and the fidleloped site, for the aquatic ecosystem of @Gulveme
Creek in particular and potentially for Jervis Bag likely to be;

* Increased sedimentation and turbidity, reducingewetarity.

* Increased nutrients resulting in increased algalvtyr and biomass with epiphytic growth on sea
grasses, smothering them.

* Increased biodegradable organic carbon leadingdo ¢f oxygen in the Creek waters and death of
respiring organisms.

» Degradation of the SEPP 14 Wetlands along Curraseeek.

Although the application describes many measuresndnage storm water and to improve its quality, no
evidence has been provided to demonstrate thatitbeld be effective.

Neither the sensitivity of the receiving waterstti|gm Currambene Creek and Jervis Bay, nor the rwate
guality objectives for Jervis Bay in the “NSW Wateguality guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water
Quality.”(ANZECC 2000). (DEC) and SEPP 71, JerveyBRegional Plan, South Coast Regional Strategy
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have been taken into account. The NSW Water Quallifgctives are to maintain aquatic ecosystem tealt
and primary and secondary recreational uses asag/élir aquatic foods.

Instead the aims for water quality focus on impngvihe quality of runoff from the developed site.

No baseline studies of existing water quality hbgen undertaken and no water quality monitoringyzom
is proposed for the site, both under constructimh @eveloped. So there is no way of knowing therxto
which water quality has deteriorated until it is late.

No modelling of water quality impacts, based onsprg water quality has been undertaken. The esttmat
provided in Table 3 “Water Quality Objectives,” the “Water Management Report, Comberton Grange
South Nowra,” Brown Smart Consulting, May 2012 shitwat the removal standards for pollutants most
likely to affect water quality are so low, that eaguality would not be maintained. eg the remoagds for
Total Phosphorus and Nitrogen are 45%!

The expert advice of Professor William Maher Pretesf Organic Chemistry University of Canberradsai
in evidence to the South Coast sensitive Urban £ &al/iew was that,

“water pollution control measures would need to 986 effective to reduce pollutants from
urbanized environments to natural levels. Watelugioh control technology is not able to achieve
the necessary levels of efficiency to replicatairsdtconditions in these sensitive environments.”

It is likely that by re-using collected storm watenoff for irrigation of vegetated areas and tlo#f gourse
that the additional pollutants would simply be mdeg and would accumulate in the soil, changing the
composition of native vegetation and polluting growvater, Creeks and Jervis Bay.

A Golf course on this site presents additionaldtsdoth to onsite water quality and to the reogiwaters.
Additional nutrients from fertilisers, from organtarbon due to enhanced growth of exotic grassds an
constant mowing, and the cumulative chemical piolfufrom herbicides and pesticides cannot be abide
with a golf course and water pollution controls ldonot remove the excessive loads required to ptemo
growth and control weeds and pests.

The proposal to source irrigation water for langéng and the golf course from Shoalhaven City Cdlsnc
Reticulated Effluent Management Scheme (REMS) rquéarly disturbing. It would present a signifida
threat by providing water with extremely high levelf nutrients totally unsuitable for maintainitge twater
guality of the receiving waters and likely to reésalimulative impacts such as nuisance algal bloioms
Currambene Creek.

Riparian vegetation and salt marsh

The proposal provides for substantial riparian &uffones for Georges Creek and Currambene Creeitsand
wetlands together with a promised management plenwever the proposed width of these buffers is
inconsistent particularly regarding Georges Crewk its tributaries, with the width ranging from 2Qatal

to 40 m total.

The values of these riparian zones would inevitatdgraded by polluted storm water as this proposal
expects these areas to filter the storm water. $uthent enrichment would promote weed growth and
destroy the natural species composition of the Egel@ed Ecological communities along the Creek and i

the SEPP 14 wetland.

With housing, holiday cabins and provision for camgpin close proximity to riparian areas, populatio
pressure would result in clearing and degradatfdheounderstorey.

Coastal Marsh and other foreshore vegetation thmowigthe Shoalhaven is under threat as a result of
Council’s decision in 2012 to expand residentslightio mow foreshore vegetation under certain ¢houds,
despite provisions in the Generic Foreshore ManageRolicy. So there would be little to stop theidents

of Comberton Grange doing likewise.



Disturbance to Endangered Ecological Communities on site.

In addition to Coastal Salt Marsh, substantial dsamf Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest and Swamp
Sclerophyll Forest Endangered Ecological Commumisiee located in the southern parts of the sitelstvh
no development would occur in these areas, theittondf the EECs would be impacted by pollutedisto
water, weeds and degradation from close proxinaitigdusing and the hotel, cabin and camping preciast
indicated above.

These impacts have not been taken into accouhei&tological Assessment.
Habitat Corridor reduced

The northwest Habitat Corridor identified in thewie Bay Regional Environment Plan Map 3 and thafDr
Shoalhaven 2009 Local Environment Plan would beiigntly compromised by this development. The
Environmental Assessment states that some 34.aresctvould be lost as a result of the golf couféde
Assessment implies this is an insignificant lodse Assessment also proposes that the easternrpoftibe
site and the SEPP 14 Wetland proposed by the &enkitban Lands Review to become part of the Jervis
Bay national Park, should be regarded as an oftsetoss of the vegetation in the Habitat corridor,
designated as Habitat Corridors and not transferred

The application also proposes that camping andr atkes would be allowed in this area with its value
equivalent to those of a national park.

These proposals are disingenuous. The loss wouahhlmyerall loss. The purpose of habitat corriden®
provide links across private land with protectedasrsuch as between national parks so that fawtiesp
that migrate with the seasons through a range cafincie to migrate even though parts of the corrate
developed.

Any lessening of the width of the corridor redu@sscapacity for Threatened species, such as ttiewe
bellied Glider, Glossy Black Cockatoo to move thlgbuheir range. Thirteen such Threatened Specees ar
listed in the Sensitive Urban Lands Review as gbigen observed on the site.

The wildlife surveys conducted for this proposa& aot credible. They cover less than one week iT§n
2011. Such surveys are totally inadequate to askessnpacts of this proposal ob the biodiversitytte
site, particularly threatened species. No judgemeah be made regarding the impacts on Habitaiddorr
Values and Threatened Species on this basis.

The dedication of the Eastern part of the sitehtmutd be retained in any approval.

It must a condition of any approval that the Eastgortion and the SEPP 14 Wetland are dedicatexthas
offset without cost to the Office of EnvironmentdaHeritage for inclusion in Jervis Bay National IRar
After all this was public land and Council still lde a large mortgage over it. There should alsaabe
condition in any approval for the golf course tovaéhdrawn, to secure the integrity of the Habgatridor
and reduce water quality impacts.

Threatened Species.

It seems that the assessment of impacts on TheshtS8pecies from the development has been under-
estimated.

The surveys for Threatened Species were condustedaofew days in Spring 2009-10. This timing i¢ no
appropriate for species that are likely to move itite area during winter eg the Regent Honey Eaidr
summer, the Green and Golden Bell Frog. The Greeh @olden Bell Frog has been identified along
Currambene Creek and recently at South Nowra, wbenstruction of the Princes Highway was delayed
whilst protective fencing was constructed to faéaik Frog movement.
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Furthermore the assessment provided did not appefollow the Threatened Species Assessment
Guidelines, “The Assessment of Significance” Deparit of Environment and Climate Change, 2007, as
required by the Director General's requirementse fidtus of these requirements is the impact onldoal
environment as distinct from the regional environimas the long-term loss of biodiversity at alldbsv
arises mainly from the accumulation of losses aspations of populations at a local level.

The scale of the proposal represents over developnteof the site not anticipated by the South Coast
Sensitive Lands Review-South Coast Regional Stratgg

The zoning of the majority of the Comberton Grasge is Rural 1d General Rural in the Shoalhavetalo
Environment Plan 1985, which permits developmentdarism. However a development of this scale was
never envisaged, with minimum lot sizes for thiaing 40 ha.

The South Coast Sensitive Urban Lands Review ceraitithe Shaolin Temple proposal not becausette si
was zoned for urban development, but because efaest from the then Minister for Planning thabet
considered.

The Review makes plain at P 31 that its supportierdevelopment is qualified, saying, “This suppsr
predicated on the achievement of the tourism ouésorithout the\ tourism element, development ef th
site (for a residential settlement) could not bepsuted.”

The proposal in 2006 was for the Shaolin Temple anange of religious, cultural and kung fu faigktin
addition to a 500 dwelling residential communit§03ed hotel and 350 self-contained villa unitsidA 27
hole golf course.

The recommendation of the SCSULR was that the eesiml portion should be limited to 200-300
dwellings.

Now the application is for;

» A Temple pagoda 6 stories high,

* Education precinct including kung fu academy, ouatdoecreation and student housing with an
independent school catering for primary and seagndéudents, apparently exclusive to overseas
Chinese Students.

» Health and wellness precinct as well as fithessreen

* A village Centre proposal, comprising 2 storeys dommercial/retail premises, with an additional 4
storeys for multi-unit residences, totally 6 starewith heights in Nowra currently limited to 2 igs.

» A convention centre accommodating 300 people.

» An Hotel with up to 250 guest rooms, (reduced fred@) with cabins accommodating up to 6 people,
plus camping facilities.

» Heritage Precinct.

* Information Precinct

* 4 Swimming pools

» 18 hole golf course (less that the original 27)

* Roads and bridges over Georges Creek and tribsitayele paths, golf buggy paths.



e 972 car parking spaces, plus bus parking, in addit residential parking.

In addition at P 77 the application foreshadowshferr development including film and media units
particularly for kung fu movies. artists and grapproduction studios and seniors housing.

All these elements represent a massive over-dewaop by comparison with what the Sensitive Urban
Lands Review recommended.

The sheer scale and height of the proposal ari#téty cumulative impacts are totally inconsiste&ith land
use controls in the existing and Draft Shoalhav&P Las well as the requirements of the South Coast
Regional Strategy, the Jervis Bay REP and othedagwy requirements.

The proposal would divert Council resources from tle rest of the Shoalhaven Community.

Shoalhaven City Council does not have sufficientificial resources to cater for the basic needssof i
residents and ratepayers with poor roads beingjarmancern. Council has just agreed to raise fat@seet
these and other needs.

As a religious organization the Shaolin Temple malyhave to pay rates and taxes at the same Is\athar
individuals and businesses. Thus Shoalhaven rdsigdanuld be subsidising the provision of infrastuue to

the Shoalin Temple. The Temple development andcagsd infrastructure would place extreme pressures
Council funds, competing with existing requiremeritee necessary infrastructure would include roads,
up-graded junction with the Princes Highway, poveesyverage and water supply etc.

Water supply is a particular issue of concern agnies of drought it is necessary for Council tqase
severe water restrictions to meet basic needshé&unbre over 25% of Shoalhaven River flows arertidek
to Sydney for drinking water and more will be dieerto Goulburn.

The water requirements of the Shoalin Temple toans residential facility would place great pressof
this scarce resource.

Furthermore the proposal does not appear to prdeidenainstream health and other community seryices
except for education. In this case it is proposoduplicate provision of educational services ladé with
two high schools in close proximity at South andtBdowra as well as local primary schools.

Social and Economic impacts.

| do not see major social and economic benefitdHergeneral Shoalhaven Community in this propasal
claimed.

It seems that this development is primarily desigte attract Chinese tourists and residents, whith t
commercial area designed to attract “Asian —sthlesinesses. Such businesses would be better loicated
Nowra, centralising retail and business develoOpri@re rather than at Comberton Grange.

Nor do | see any evidence of strategies to integtas development into the existing multicultusatial and
economic fabric of the wider community. The intentappears to be to provide all services on site.

Given that Chinese martial arts is a specialigragt, whether on the part of local or internatiooarists, it
is unlikely that additional visitors would be atited to the existing natural attractions associatgld the
Jervis Bay area. Accordingly the claimed spill-ot@mother tourism locations and businesses in tha &
unlikely to occur. Employment opportunities would lomited to more menial service positions in tloeeh
and student quarters.

Inconsistence with Director General’s requirementgarticularly legislative and regulatory

Section 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessiact 1979 sets out the objects of the Act.



Object a) encourages

i) the proper management, development and conservafiomatural and artificial resources,
including natural areas and water “for the purpaiseromoting the social and economic welfare
of the community and a better environment,” and

i) ( vi) the protection of the environment, includitige protection and conservation of native
animals and plants, including threatened speciegylptions and ecological communities and
their habitats, and

(vii)  ecologically sustainable development.
This application should not be approved in its earrmassive proportions. It does not meet the aglev
objects of the Environmental Planning and Assessiiet There are so many uncertainties regardireg th
scale of this development and its impacts on thar@mment, particularly the lack of commitment to
conserving the natural water quality of the sitd ahCurrambene Creek and Jervis Bay and the irapatt
the native vegetation and Threatened species agiangered Ecological communities.
In particular the proposal is inconsistent with ESfinciples particularly the precautionary prineis it
fails to consider the sensitivity of the receivingters and no assessment has been made of existteg
guality to enable objectives for water quality mgement to be established.

The proposal is inconsistent with the Coastal Fodad SEPP 71 as it does not aim to “protect and
conserve” the aquatic and marine environment aveaglants and animals.

Jervis Bay Regional Environment Plan.

Neither does the proposal meet that aims of th@slBay Regional Environment Plan. These are to;
. to protect the natural and cultural values ofi3eBay (area) and
b. to allow proposals that contributes to the ratand cultural values on the area.”

The application has not shown it would contributehte natural and cultural values on the area. It
does not seek to maintain or improve water qualitg sustain existing uses.

It would significantly limit the value of the Hahit Corridor identified in the JBREP and
confirmed in the Draft Shoalhaven LEP.

Furthermore the application rejects the recommeémaatf the South Coast Sensitive Urban Lands
Review/South Coast Regional Strategy that it ofésetironmental impacts by dedicating the high
conservation value eastern portion of the landthedSEPP 14 wetland for inclusion in the Jervis
Bay National Park.

South Coast Regional Strategy/South Coast Sensitilrban Lands Review.
The application is inconsistent with the general apecific recommendations of the Strategy, as

they appear in the Natural Environment Chapter Apgendix 1 Sustainability Criteria and
Appendix 2 the recommendations of the South Coaissive Urban Lands Review.

The Strategy aims to;
“protect high value environments including pristine coastal lakes, estuaries, aquifers,
threatened species, vegetation communities and h#dti corridors by ensuring that no new
urban development occurs in these important areasmal their catchments.”

The Strategy sets out to achieve these aims by;



“directing urban development away from areas known or likely to be important for
conservation, on largely cleared land, prohibitingurban development on high conservation
value land, and protecting regionally significant fabitat corridors.”

The Strategy also specifies that Page 23 that:

“no new towns or villages will be supported unlessompelling reasons are presented and they can
satisfy the Sustainability Criteria.”

What is being proposed is a large town, not a gaélalf the proposal was limited to the Temple and
immediate tourist facilities, without the resideticommercial hotel and golf course developmdrentit
might meet the Sustainability Criteria which inctufive major requirements under Section 7 “Envirenin
Protection. Protect and enhance biodiversity caiality, heritage and waterway health.”

Furthermore, the massive scale of development nmpgsed, makes it inconsistent with the “limited
development” proposed in the South Coast Senditiean Lands Review recommendations.

This application has not demonstrated that it wonddntain or improve the environmental values
of the site and surrounds and the proposed mitigatieasures especially for water quality are not
based on evidence that they would succeed.

This application risks the ecological integritytbé site and of Currambene Creek and Jervis Bay.
It does not accord with the precautionary princigie proposals by the South Coast Sensitive
Urban Lands Review for the eastern portion of iteeand the SEPP 14 wetland to be included in
the Jervis Bay National Park as an offset for agltv@nvironmental impacts, have rejected by the
applicant.

Decmember 2012.



