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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE.a Re,qt 0f Pisngin−g
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA) gyageqA
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I object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Ca n p at1 8 JAN 2011
Catherine Hill Bay.

1 8 JAN 2011

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
Scar]r]tr19 Room

POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010) −'−−−−−
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga
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single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptab|e traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadeq uately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and~ the conserva) −6 n of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the I aro$_nd 'Slack le
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

e MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Carnp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Govemment's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed. } |

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development along a



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
woufd preserve its environmental qualities. ~ \

2. The application incorrectly addresse's the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design *

Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the !a4:~l around.~, 8lack Alley'.
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Director, Strategic Assessments
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed, In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the Ian rorn ack fey'.
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Director, Strategic Assessrnents
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (lHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19" Century mining village characterized by development along a



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a lQcal road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the corjer vation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land/9(ound 'Sl #ck Alley'.
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coat & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middie Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19tu Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
~?/" F
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

= MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inciusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
"~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_oosg)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19tu Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:
−− .* MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL

STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19tu Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land ~−4~ und 'Slack Alley'.
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management−organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a .local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable altemative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land arounà 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2. 5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screemng.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development... albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around ack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OOS9)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development... albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development alonga
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Stack Alley'.

Signed: −%,−−
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
~,r~− Z~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically;

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

I object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does notfit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings, It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses oh the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust tong−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does notfit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side, In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obiigations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically;

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN −ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: /~ ~'p.~− ~
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Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
'~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

e MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement ~ itments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing resi ( ï,nts 1 conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and t)5le la, nd 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors'. Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screemng.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land a~nd 'Slack Alley'.Díivne ar:d the lan nd Slack
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screemng.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around '&lac~k Alley'.

Signed:i− [ '−/'',,iif ~z'/, 't



In addition to the foregoing reasons for my objection, I would like to reiterate that I am particularly

concerned about the impact of traffic along Flowers Drive.

We live at the beach end of Flowers Drive, near the Bowls Club. The proposed developments will
substantially increase the traffic flow past our home, negatively impacting on our living conditions. The
housing along Flowers Drive is situated very close to the road, and, in most cases, without the room for

any fencing or trees to be planted to act as noise and pollution screens. The design of the existing road
is such that cars are frequently speeding, and already on weekends the volume of traffic is greatly
increased. The proposed new development would further increase traffic to a level that would be
difficult to bear.

The existing plan does not provide for any link road from the development area to the surf club end of
the beach, instead requiring all traffic to use Flowers Drive. This is too much traffic for a residential
road, and would result in greatly increased noise levels for the existing residents.

We have small children and are also worried about the reduced safety aspects of having the traffic flow
along Flowers Drive increased to such levels.

Signed:



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development alonga



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed



In addition to the foregoing reasons for my objection, I would like to reiterate that I am particularly
concerned about the impact of traffic along Flowers Drive.

We live at the beach end of Flowers Drive, near the Bowls Club. The proposed developments will
substantially increase the traffic flow past our home, negatively impacting on our living conditions. The
housing along Flowers Drive is situated very close to the road, and, in most cases, without the room for

any fencing or trees to be planted to act as noise and pollution screens. The design of the existing road
is such that cars are frequently speeding, and already on weekends the volume of traffic is greatly
increased. The proposed new development would further increase traffic to a level that would be
difficult to bear.

The existing plan does not provide for any link road from the development area to the surf club end of

the beach, instead requiring all traffic to use Flowers Drive. This is too much traffic for a residential

road, and would result in greatly increased noise levels for the existing residents.

We have small children and are also worried about the reduced safety aspects of having the traffic flow

along Flowers Drive increased to such levels.

Signed:



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_oo8g)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining ViIlage Characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1. 2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP S−~=I~HERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned alT bve uq der point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land fat Middie C~~ p.1 VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and pr sumes/a 'rig ht' to devere ~and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Corr mitm :1ts inadequat ely addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing reside its and/ the con"s' ervation o~ mon larf~ behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
DriveandtheI nc o d'Slack '. I
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Director, Strategic Assessrnents
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed, In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and th ~land aroun lack gliey'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments ,equately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the consz~ipn of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'S/~,~t~ y'.

Signed:_
___ _ _ ~
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Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Departrnent of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (lHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: N'sl ~
−
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_oo89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. it is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed, In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19t" Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement. ~f ~ommitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on

resideùtS,, ~ nd the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowersexxiissttiinngg
Drive and the ~r~

\

round 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: ,~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a _loca.1 road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side, In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report c(mmits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is ess.~n tial to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the lar)~q~ oun~ 'Sl~)~ k Allpy',

Signed:
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19tu Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The appiication is confused and misieading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposai to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land aroupd 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:



Adadmr:s:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and~t ~e conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land lund '''ùck Alley'.

Signed: __u'~/'/!~l /\ ~



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposai is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation•
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residentyarid/~hesonsegation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and theXand, ro~nd 'Slack ,~lley'•

•Signed: ~



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for rny objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct Conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
\/ ] gÉs



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Carnp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for rny objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the consegvation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the la−'d\ around 'Sla~/l~ Alley'.

Signed:

l

−



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

/

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89) −

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alle.y'

Signed:
(−~" :Á~ /J/



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report•Reference
is made to other future uses: 1•6hais to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min•6000sqm
allotments• This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome"•

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19" Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in−the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing resid/.ents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and!t~/e rand around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: ~−/'~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

I object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and theA^laq d around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:( id\ T O
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
~~ "~



Name: VVi"wa 7−2CTU' −"e − −
Address: „I− (g_.yf ; ~ooJq.sy'er ~/,/'{ ~−−−−~,T−'~,,~yKJ−−− OGTF

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Aliied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of corpmory;land behind ho_u_~ on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley ¿Ú '" A s, ~
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Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptab|e traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
"−−~ ~"....−~
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. in addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Carnp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows;
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. it is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:YJ

J
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

U

Signed:
~ aJ~



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL BAY,
specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL STATE
SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at Catherine Hill
Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report
is inadequate. Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010),
the proposed developme'nt for residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State
Government's objective of securing major conservation corridors". Nor does the
proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested. The development of
new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership.
The increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is
inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary and on
p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a maximum yield of 222
lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW Government for conservation purposes.
However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be
dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be
retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4. The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact
residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst
possible outcome for such a significant site. Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to
the recommendations of the Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly
stated that this area (then 'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of development
proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely to be the
development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current application does not
"provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

]. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a precinct of
exceptional aesthetic. landscape. social and cultural landscaoe heritaae sianificance... it is uniaue. reoresentina



cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the spaces between the cottages and the
landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that "any development in the vicinity of Middle
Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on
the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the
object of E4 zoning is to enable residential subdivision and development in an area which historically has been
an open public common and green space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area
should be zoned E2 which would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety and
amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA standards have
been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the 'standard template'. Given
that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification (see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design
Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic numbers and acoustic standards are
exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show that there was a 40% increase in traffic on
the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based
on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed,
current road configuration encourages the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the
Statement of Commitments does suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and
acoustic reports incorrectly argue that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen the
proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the heritage
township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−30m for sucha
buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37, other experts suggest that
the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to a 20m buffer zone. I believe
that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed Heritage
Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage places and their
settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common land behind the houses
on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW, NPWS or the Lake Macquarie
City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a
conservation land management organization and it is only a question of time until they come back with the
proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land management options include a Trust
established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It can
reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and above ground
at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation expenditure via returns on
residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance of obligations associated with
mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of project
homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built and
environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design Guidelines
proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on road design) and are
incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome, I suggest that a detailed Development Control Plan is
required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from mining the
land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into account and
presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts. The Statement of
Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on existing residents and the
conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive and the land around 'Slack
Alley'.

Signed:



Name: ke \t'\ih \U \
Address: ~G, '~−−C−A {, 66'−,,

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Er am

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by developrnent along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptahle traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome, I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slac~J~ Alley'.

Signed:
£~ .;~)~

UN '~'L~



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The

increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation

purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1 The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3 It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5 The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land arou~ 'Slack Alley'.
Signed: ''~.~.L~"
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Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for rny objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region ina
sustainable way. It is remote from se.rvices, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome, I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
~ ~−~ ~"
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Address: " " J.2
Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Carnp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the la'ndscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptahle traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land arou/nd 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
'' −'
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

° MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for rny objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region ina
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages thernselves the



spaces between the cottages and the lândscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coat & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or th e Lake Macquarie C~ity Council. While this land is reíained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the„land around 'Slack Alley'.
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region ina
sustainable way It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_O089)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of £0.04 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viabl# alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
ÆMe



spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The .application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a loca! road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

e MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19* Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



Name: G U

Address: ...
Z! ;t f~ ~ '~i" d~•

Director, Strategic Assessments
Departrnent of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. !t is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. T ne mcrease in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments•This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance•..it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19t~ Century mining village characterized by development alonga
single street−.with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the la'ndscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages l believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptah|e traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney, Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDr)LE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land arougd 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.

Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for

residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region m a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The

increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary

and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference

is made to other future uses: 1 6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation

purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.

Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then

'Precinct D') should not be developed,

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3 It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening
4 From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5 The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land arougd, 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: yQ///
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Address:

Director, Strategic Assessrnents
Departrnent of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hilt Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary

and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 tots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW

Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference

is made to other future uses: 1 6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation

purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.

The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm

allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.

Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the

Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (lHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then

'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Carnp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is

unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a



single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the

spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be

zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential

subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green

space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety

and amenity of its residents Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template' Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show

that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their

calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in

the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3 It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the

heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,

other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to

a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and

screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,

NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is

uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of

time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land

management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary

Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It

can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation

expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance

of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of

project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hilt Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed

Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from

mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Stack AIley
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not " crucial in achieving the State Government' s objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provi de a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
lndependent Hearing and Assessment Panel (lHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the



spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residentesand the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land)around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
___,1 J t4



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19~ Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a lo.cal road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenng.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome, I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:6, Án ~Z~o '/



Name: Georgiana Anderson
Address: 56 Flowers Drive, Catherine Hill−

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

l have a few comments in addition to the formal response put together by the Progress Association. This
development is a very bad thing for the future of the state and the local area. This development will
continue to burden the state with its expensive infrastructure from its first outlay to its continuing operation.
The topography and the isolated nature of the site make this development unviable without significant
contribution from the state and local government.
The development will destroy the living conditions of the existing township, which will be over run with
traffic on its inadequate road structure. The heritage houses with their wooden facades close to the road
will provide no protection to the significant road noise increases.
The report is clearly presented with only the 222 houses to try and open the door for more development
which will further destroy Catherine Hill as we know and love it.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as
suggested. The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter
region in a sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The
increase in population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or
misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes witha
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.



The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that
"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a .local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on



road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: 4 NEN I ~"l !~i |O



Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowiedged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: i,



Address: if '~. ~/~−~ ('~)'~ ,~,~

}
Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: −
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome"•

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19" Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the la p, l/around 'Slack Alley'.

Signed:
_; : ~
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Address: ....

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive anftiTe−land aroynd)Slack Alley A

Signed:



Name:
Address:

Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantiai area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley)

Signed:
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19" Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screenmg.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at − The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account an −,l es_umes a 'right' to d velop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Stat/ifn ent of Commitments inade quately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existinglresidents and the conserv ,,t~' on of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive anY the lanr 'Sla Alley'.

Signed: /__
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_oosg)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining Village Characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land, round 'Slack Alley'.

Signed: o4
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Director, Strategic Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL
BAY, specifically:

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN
(MP10_OO89)

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)

l object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at
Catherine Hill Bay.

The reasons for my objection are as follows:
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010)
The strategic justification for the project cited in the State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate.
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for
residential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long−term outcome" as suggested.
The development of new housing in CHB does not address the housing needs of the Hunter region in a
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in
population will not sustain viable public transport. Much of the application is inadequate or misleading.

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed. In the Executive Summary
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4.
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site.
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then
'Precinct D') should not be developed.

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of
development proposals. The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current
application does not "provide a robust long−term outcome".

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_OO89)
Objections to the detail of the current proposal:

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance... it is
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural
heritage qualities of the area..." The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which
would preserve its environmental qualities.
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide − Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Aiso, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue
that nothing is required.
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the
heritage township. The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15−
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37,
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 − 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and
screening.
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW,
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary
Conservation Agreement with NPWS.
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance
of obligations associated with mining despoliation.
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated,
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings.

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA)
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts.
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley'.
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RE: COAL & ALLIED SOUTHERN ESTATES PROPOSAL FOR MIDDLE CAMP AT CATHERINE HILL 
BAY, specifically: 

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): POTENTIAL 
STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010) 

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (SOUTHERN ESTATES): CONCEPT PLAN 
(MP10_0089) 

• MIDDLE CAMP RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SOUTHERN ESTATES: MIDDLE CAMP 
SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA) 

I object to all of the above Coal &Allied Southern Estates proposals in relation to Middle Camp at 
Catherine Hill Bay. 

The reasons for my objection are as follows: 
POTENTIAL STATE SIGNIFICANT SITE (2010) 
The strategic justification for the project cited in th e State Significant Site Listing Report is inadequate. 
Contrary to the statement on page 2 of the SSS Listing Report (Nov 2010), the proposed development for 
res idential purposes is not "crucial in achieving the State Government's objective of securing major 
conservation corridors". Nor does the proposed listing "provide a robust long-term outcome" as suggested . 
The development of new housing in CHB does not add ress the housing needs of the Hunter region in a 
sustainable way. It is remote from services, jobs and will rely on private car ownership. The increase in 
population will not sustain viable public transport . Much of the application is inadequate or misleading. 

The application is contradictory in relation to what is actually being proposed . In the Executive Summary 
and on p2, the Report states that the proposal is to develop 28.2ha for residential purposes with a 
maximum yield of 222 lots and that the balance of the site is proposed to be dedicated to NSW 
Government for conservation purposes. However this is contradicted elsewhere in the Report. Reference 
is made to other future uses: 1.6ha is to be dedicated to Lake Macquarie City Council for recreation 
purposes; and a substantial area of land is to be retained by Coal & Allied, with zoning proposed as E4. 
The E4 zoning is intended to 'provide for low impact residential development...' albeit on min. 6000sqm 
allotments. This type of development is arguably the worst possible outcome for such a significant site. 
Note that the proposed E4 development is in direct contradiction to the recommendations of the 
Independent Hearing and Assessment Panel (IHAP) that clearly and repeatedly stated that this area (then 
'Precinct D') should not be developed. 

The documentation suggests that the current application is likely to be only the first of a series of 
development proposals . The first is for 222 dwellings on two sites but subsequent applications are likely 
to be the development of the proposed pocket parks and the E4 environmental zone. This current 
application does not "provide a robust long-term outcome". 

CONCEPT PLAN (MP10_0089) 
Objections to the detail of the current proposal: 

1. The significance of Catherine Hill Bay has been acknowledged through its inclusion on the State 
Heritage Register. The expert IHAP regard the Middle Camp village and its setting as representing "a 
precinct of exceptional aesthetic, landscape, social and cultural landscape heritage significance ... it is 
unique, representing a largely intact 19th Century mining village characterized by development along a 
single street with single storey cottages sited on either side. In addition to the cottages themselves the 
spaces between the cottages and the landscape setting are also significant." They also recommend that 



"any development in the vicinity of Middle Camp should not prejudice the scenic, aesthetic and cultural 
heritage qualities of the area ... " The large area on the eastern side of Middle Camp proposed to be 
zoned E4 is in direct conflict with this recommendation as the object of E4 zoning is to enable residential 
subdivision and development in an area which historically has been an open public common and green 
space dotted with a few unfenced miners cottages. I believe that this area should be zoned E2 which 
would preserve its environmental qualities. 
2. The application incorrectly addresses the impact of traffic on the Heritage village and on the safety 
and amenity of its residents. Flowers Drive clearly has the characteristics of a local road. The RTA 
standards have been posited in response to urban conditions but this rural context does not fit the 
'standard template'. Given that the characteristics of Flowers Drive accord with a local road classification 
(see Table 1.2.5 of RTA Design Guide - Factors for Implementation of Road Hierarchy), acceptable traffic 
numbers and acoustic standards are exceeded. Also, studies carried out on behalf of Coal & Allied show 
that there was a 40% increase in traffic on the weekend but only 10% has been allowed in their 
calculations. The acoustic study by Renzo Tonin was based on an estimated 40km speed, yet nothing in 
the application commits to any traffic calming measures. Indeed, current road configuration encourages 
the current 50km/hr speed limit to be frequently exceeded. While the Statement of Commitments does 
suggest that LATM would be implemented "if required", both traffic and acoustic reports incorrectly argue 
that nothing is required. 
3. It is important that the buffer zone along Flowers Drive be 30m wide in order to adequately screen 
the proposed 2 storey new housing and to retain the significant rural character of the treed entry into the 
heritage township . The application is confused and misleading. It quotes figures varying of between 15-
30m for such a buffer zone. While the SSS Listing Report commits to a 15m buffer zone on page 37, 
other experts suggest that the landscaped buffer is 23 - 30m wide (refer p32). The Concept Plan refers to 
a 20m buffer zone. I believe that a 30m buffer zone is essential to retain the existing mature trees and 
screening. 
4. From their reports, it appears that Coal & Allied see the heritage significance of the State Listed 
Heritage Township only in terms of streetscape and fail to understand the relational nature of heritage 
places and their settings. It is absolutely necessary that the land known as Slack Alley and the common 
land behind the houses on the eastern side of Flowers Drive be owned and managed by either DECCW, 
NPWS or the Lake Macquarie City Council. While this land is retained by Coal and Allied, its future is 
uncertain. Clearly C&A is not a conservation land management organization and it is only a question of 
time until they come back with the proposal to develop the area for housing. Other viable alternative land 
management options include a Trust established under the Nature Conservation Trust Act or a Voluntary 
Conservation Agreement with NPWS. 
Over many decades, C&A have drawn very substantial profits from mining the land at Middle Camp. It 
can reasonably be concluded that they have an obligation to remediate the land both underground and 
above ground at their own cost. The current development proposals aim to reduce their remediation 
expenditure via returns on residential development. This is an unreasonable expectation and avoidance 
of obligations associated with mining despoliation. 
5. The Complying Development Codes SEPP was developed largely to facilitate the building of 
project homes in metropolitan Sydney. Catherine Hill Bay and its setting are areas of major scenic, built 
and environmental heritage significance. The Complying Codes should not be applicable in the isolated, 
environmentally sensitive areas that are the setting for Middle Camp. Further, the Urban Design 
Guidelines proposed in the application are totally inadequate (they provide guidance predominantly on 
road design) and are incapable of delivering a sympathetic built outcome. I suggest that a detailed 
Development Control Plan is required to set higher standards for design of roads, parks and buildings. 

MIDDLE CAMP SOUTHERN ESTATES (VPA) 
As mentioned above under point 4, C&A have drawn very substantial profits over many decades from 
mining the land at Middle Camp. The VPA is inadequate as it fails to take the remediation obligations into 
account and presumes a 'right' to develop and profit from despoiled land despite unacceptable impacts. 
The Statement of Commitments inadequately addresses the need to ameliorate the traffic impacts on 
existing residents and the conservation of common land behind houses on the eastern side of Flowers 
Drive and the land around 'Slack Alley' . 
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