
SHOALHAVEN CITY COUNCIL 
 

S P E C I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O M M I T T E E  
 

To be held on Wednesday, 8 October, 2014  
Commencing at 4.00 pm. 

 
 2 October, 2014  
 
Councillors, 
 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 
You are hereby requested to attend a meeting of the Development Committee of the Council of 
the City of Shoalhaven, to be held in Council Chambers, City Administrative Centre, Bridge 
Road, Nowra on Wednesday, 8 October, 2014 commencing at 4.00 pm for consideration of 
the following business. 
 
 
 R D Pigg 
 General Manager 
 
Membership (Quorum – 5) 
 
Clr White – Chairperson 
All Councillors 
General Manager or nominee 
 

BUSINESS OF MEETING 
 
1. Apologies 
2. Declarations of Interest 
3. Deputations 
4. Report of the General Manager 
 Planning and Development – Draft Shoalhaven Development Control Plan 2014  
5. Addendum Reports 
 
 
Delegation: 
 
Pursuant to S377 of the LG Act this Committee has delegated authority to determine all matters 
able to be delegated in respect of its functions unless 3 or more members vote against an item. 
 
 
Functions: 
 
i) To deal with major variations to policy and determine policy guidelines where there are 

insufficient relevant policy guidelines to allow staff to proceed to determine a development 
application under delegated authority and make recommendations to Council; 

ii) To formulate and review policy guidelines for determining applications under delegated 
authority by staff; 

iii) To prepare and review Development Control Plans, Planning Policies and the LEP’s and 
recommend to Council; 

iv) To act as a Committee of Review when an application has been refused under delegated 
authority and an application for reconsideration has been made by an applicant; 



v) To deal with other matters which may be referred to the Committee by the General 
Manager or Council; and 

vi) To be responsible for policy review and development for matters within the Committee’s 
responsibilities and recommend their adoption to Council. 

 
 
Note:  The attention of Councillors is drawn to the resolution MIN08.907 which states: 
 
a) That in any circumstances where a DA is called-in by Council for determination, then as a 

matter of policy, Council include its reasons for doing so in the resolution. 
b) That Council adopt as policy, that Councillor voting in Development Committee meeting 

be recorded in the minutes. 
c) That Council adopt as policy that it will record the reasons for decisions involving 

applications for significant variations to Council policies, DCP’s or other development 
standards, whether the decision is either approval of the variation or refusal. 

 
 
Note:  The attention of Councillors is drawn to Section 451 of the Local Government Act and 
Regulations and Code of Conduct regarding the requirements to declare pecuniary and non-
pecuniary Interest in matters before Council. 
 
 
Cell Phones: 
Council’s Code of Meeting Practice states that “All cell phones are to be turned off for the 
duration of the meeting”. 
 
 



LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1993 
 
Chapter 3 
 
Section 8(1) - The Council’s Charter  
 

(1) The council has the following charter:  

• to provide directly or on behalf of other levels of government, after due consultation, 
adequate, equitable and appropriate services and facilities for the community and to 
ensure that those services and facilities are managed efficiently and effectively  

• to exercise community leadership  

• to exercise its functions in a manner that is consistent with and actively promotes the 
principles of multiculturalism  

• to promote and to provide and plan for the needs of children  

• to properly manage, develop, protect, restore, enhance and conserve the environment 
of the area for which it is responsible, in a manner that is consistent with and promotes 
the principles of ecologically sustainable development  

• to have regard to the long term and cumulative effects of its decisions  

• to bear in mind that it is the custodian and trustee of public assets and to effectively 
account for and manage the assets for which it is responsible  

• to facilitate the involvement of councillors, members of the public, users of facilities 
and services and council staff in the development, improvement and co-ordination of 
local government  

• to raise funds for local purposes by the fair imposition of rates, charges and fees, by 
income earned from investments and, when appropriate, by borrowings and grants  

• to keep the local community and the State government (and through it, the wider 
community) informed about its activities  

• to ensure that, in the exercise of its regulatory functions, it acts consistently and 
without bias, particularly where an activity of the council is affected  

• to be a responsible employer.  

 
 



 
REPORT OF GENERAL MANAGER 

 
SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

 
WEDNESDAY, 8 OCTOBER 2014 

 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
1. Draft Shoalhaven Development Control Plan 2014 – Consideration of submissions 

post exhibition – Part 1 Generic Chapters File 33571E 
 
SECTION MANAGER: Gordon Clark.  
 
PURPOSE:  
 
The purpose of this report is to:  
 
• Consider the submissions received in relation to draft Shoalhaven Development 

Control Plan (DCP) 2014; 
• Consider necessary minor changes resulting from submissions;  
• Outline major issues raised in submissions for future consideration as part of the 

Strategic Planning Works Program; and 
• Adopt the draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014 (with any recommended changes).  

 
 

RECOMMENDED that Council: 
 
a) Consider the submissions received during the exhibition of the draft 

Shoalhaven DCP 2014 relating to Part 1 Generic Chapters in this Report and 
the individual preferred options / changes to the draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014 
as set out in the sections of this report via the successive 
recommendations; 

b) Identify the major issues raised in submissions that will be considered 
further in a future Planning Works Program identified throughout this report 
via the successive recommendations; 

c) Identify minor issues to be addressed in the Planning Proposal 
Housekeeping Amendment Shoalhaven LEP 2014;   

d) Adopt Part 1 Generic Chapters of the Shoalhaven DCP 2014 with the 
inclusion of changes outlined in this report; and 

e) Provide public notice in the local newspaper of the adopted Part 1 Generic 
Chapters of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 in accordance with the Clause 21 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.  
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OPTIONS   
 
1. Adopt the recommendation 

This is the preferred option as it will enable the Shoalhaven DCP 2014 to be adopted 
and become effective by the required date of 22 October 2014.  Adoption of the DCP 
will facilitate legal compliance with the requirements of Clause 74C in the 
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), ensuring that Councils 
existing development controls continue to have effect and the DCP is consistent with 
Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2014.  
 
This approach enables Council to consider all submissions made during the exhibition 
and make minor changes to the final DCP where appropriate.  As outlined in the 
public exhibition material, major issues that require further detailed consideration will 
not be incorporated into the finalisation of the DCP and will be considered if 
appropriate, at a later stage as a future amendment to allow detailed investigation and 
community consultation to occur.  

 
2. Adopt an alternative recommendation 

An alternative recommendation, depending on its nature, could delay adoption of 
Shoalhaven DCP 2014 within the legislative timeframe and has signification 
ramifications as all existing DCPs will technically be rendered invalid after the 22 
October 2014.   
 
This option is not supported given the level of work that has already gone into this 
important project.  Further detailed consideration of major issues identified in 
submissions will occur in the future as part of the ongoing and recast Planning Works 
Program and future reviews of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 chapters.  Unlike the LEP, 
reviews and amendments can be made to chapters within the DCP 2014 with Council 
approval following the necessary steps outlined in the EP&A Regulation.  

 
 
Background: 
 
As detailed in the report to the Special Development Committee Meeting on 21 July 
2014, the draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014 has been prepared to meet the requirements of 
the EP&A Act.  The planning reforms initiated by the NSW Government in 2006 required 
all Councils in NSW to prepare a new LEP based on the ‘Standard Instrument’.  The 
planning reforms also required that in accordance with section 74C(2) of the EP&A Act 
only one DCP can apply to the same land.  This provision comes into effect 6 months 
following the commencement of a Councils principle standard instrument or LEP. 
 
The intent of the EP&A Act reforms was to reduce the number of DCPs, making it easier 
for planning authorities, business and the community to determine the controls that apply 
to a property.  This also assists to reduce the complexity of development controls by 
ensuring that DCPs do not conflict with each other or with the relevant local 
environmental plan. 
 
The provision requires that if a Council does not comply, then all DCPs that apply to the 
same land will be rendered invalid.  On commencement of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 all 
existing DCP’s will cease to have effect.  Any future amendment to DCP’s, or new DCP’s, 
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will now be an amendment to the relevant chapter of the Citywide DCP or a new chapter 
where necessary. 
 
In order to meet these requirements the Department of Planning and Environment 
suggests “Council could elect to amalgamate all of its DCPs that apply to the whole LGA.  
That amalgamated LGA-wide DCP might simply contain separate chapters on 
development controls previously contained in a number of LGA-wide DCPs (covering 
issues such as drainage, car parking and child care).”  This is the approach that has 
been adopted by Council to meet the requirements of the EP&A Act.  
 
The new Shoalhaven LEP 2014 commenced on 22 April 2014.  Therefore Council has 
until 22 October 2014 to have only one DCP applying to a parcel of land in place, i.e. the 
Citywide DCP finalised.   
 
Public Exhibition: 
 
It was resolved on 21 July 2014 that: 
 
a) The draft Citywide Development Control Plan be adopted, subject to minor 

administrative changes to ensure format consistency, for public exhibition 
purposes in accordance with Clause 18 of the EP&A Regulation 2000; 

b) The draft document be placed on public exhibition for a period of 40 days; 

c) A community engagement process be carried out in accordance with the approach 
detailed within this report, which clearly indicates the two types of submissions 
encouraged and the way they will be considered; 

d) A further report be submitted to Council following public exhibition. 
 
Thus, the draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014 was publicly exhibited for a period of 40 days from 
Monday 11 August until Friday 19 September 2014.  
 
The community engagement strategy for the exhibition included: 
 
• Dedicated project website containing: 

o  Specific pages for each draft DCP Chapter; 
o Outline of key changes for each chapter;  
o Supporting documentation; 
o Chapter specific fact sheets; 
o Detailed FAQs and background information; 
o Interactive online mapping. 

• Focused submission forms; 
• Media release and Social Media posts; 
• Emails/letters to key stakeholders, CCB’s and key community groups; 
• Notification within community newspapers, CCB newsletters etc. 
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Drop-in sessions: 
 
Drop-in sessions were held in the early stages of the exhibition to allow the community 
the opportunity to view the draft DCP hard copies and discuss, if needed, with staff from 
the DCP project team.  The drop-in sessions were held on the following dates: 
 
• Wednesday 13 August 2014 – Nowra Industry Session 
• Thursday 14 August 2014 – Nowra Community Session 
• Monday 18 August 2014 – Huskisson Community Session 
• Thursday 21 August 2014 – Ulladulla Community Session 
 

 Special Development Committee Meetings Process/Structure: 
 

Two Special Development Committee meetings have been scheduled to consider the 
submissions made during the public exhibition of draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014.  An Extra 
Ordinary meeting of Council has been scheduled for Tuesday 14 October 2014 to 
formally adopt the draft DCP 2014 and meet the legislative requirements.  
 
Copies of the submissions received are available in the Councillors’ rooms prior to the 
meeting and at the Special Development Committee Meetings. 
 
Submissions: 
 
Due to the size of the draft DCP, submissions have been recorded as submissions and 
then broken down further into individual issues. Submissions are the original 
correspondence from the stakeholder.  As there are a large number of chapters in the 
draft DCP, it was also important that each submission was summarised into its chapter 
components.  The chapter component of each submission is known as an “issue”.  For 
example, if a submission included commentary on 5 separate chapters, this would be 
classed as one submission comprising of 5 issues. 

 
A total of 22 submissions covering 102 issues in relation to the Generic Chapters 
citywide were received.  The following table shows the division of submissions and 
issues by stakeholder type.   

 
Type Number of Submissions Number of Issues 
Individual 10 47 
Petitions 0 0 
Form Letters 0 0 
CCBs and other community groups 3 11 
Local, State and Federal Agencies 4 12 
Internal Group Submissions 7 46 
Total 24 116 
 
The issues for each chapter are discussed in the following sections of this report.  The 
following commentary on each chapter is split into minor and major issues for 
consideration.  A summary of issues by stakeholder type is also provided.   
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Generic Chapters – Overall Submissions 
 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction is the overview chapter of the draft DCP. This chapter provides information on where the DCP applies, the statutory 
framework and relationship to other documents, the development application process and how to use the DCP.  
 
Summary of Submissions 
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 4 

 
 
Recommendation 1 - Adopt the recommendations in Table 1.1.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table 1.1 – Chapter 1: Introduction - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

104 • Add a short generic statement to the 
chapter on how the Contributions Plan 
relates to the DCP. This could result in no 
additional references to the Contributions 
Plan throughout other Chapters including 
the Advisory Information Section. 

• Change supported. • Include information about the 
Contributions Plan in Chapter 1 and 
where referred to in individual 
Chapters. The reference should 
consistently be “Contributions 
Plan”. 
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115 • Section 5 – page 2. - Given the various 

controls related to managing natural 
hazards, another objective of the DCP 
should be ‘alleviating the risks to new 
developments from natural hazards - 
coastal - flood- bushfire risks’. 

• Page 3 – 2nd last paragraph. ‘addresses’ 
should be ‘addressed’. 

• Requested changes 
supported. 

• Amend the objectives of the DCP to 
include a new point: 
‘Vii: manage the risks to new 
development from natural hazards 
including coastal, flood and bushfire 
risks’ 
 

• Correct minor wording anomalies 
and errors throughout Chapter 1. 

137 • Contents Page – p. 12 typographical error- 
Alignment of 10 & 11 has caused visual 
Alignment issues in page set-up 

• It is unclear what 
alignment issues this 
comment is referring to. 
Minor edits and formatting 
issues will be corrected in 
the final version of the 
DCP.  

• No Change recommended. 

175 • The Draft DCP purports to be an 
acceptable solution based document, 
however it effectively reverts to 
prescriptive standards if strict compliance 
with the acceptable solution is not 
achieved. Variation statements should 
not be necessary, as the document is 
intended to be flexible and therefore 
other alternative solutions considered 
where it can be demonstrated that the 
performance criteria is achieved.  

• It is considered that 
variation statements are 
still necessary as they 
enable the applicant to 
demonstrate to Council 
that an alternative 
solution will still meet the 
performance criteria. 

• No change recommended.  
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CHAPTER 2: DICTIONARY 
 
Chapter 2: Dictionary is a compilation of all the definitions in the existing development control plans that were integrated into the DCP (SLEP 
2014 terms have been excluded).   
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 2 

 
Recommendation 2 - Adopt the recommendations in Table 2.1  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table 2.1 – Chapter 2: Dictionary - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

129 • Check for any changes regarding Dictionary 
Definitions throughout the DCP document and 
amend if necessary, in particular chapter titles that 
have been changed must be reflected, where 
relevant, throughout the Dictionary. 

• Add to the dictionary the following specific 
definitions for Chapter S1 Verons Estate: 

• The requested changes 
are supported as they provide 
further clarification to the 
meaning of the subject terms 
and increase the 
readability/use of the 
document.  

• Update chapter titles 
throughout the Dictionary 
where necessary. 
 
 

• Insert new definitions 
specific to Chapter S1 
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• Biobanking agreement:  when used in reference to 

Chapter S1: Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet, means a 
legally binding agreement between the landowner 
and the NSW Environment Minister that describes 
how the biodiversity values of a ‘biobank site’ will 
be conserved and protected.  Biobanking is an 
offsetting program whereby the biobank site offsets 
development and environmental loss on another 
site.  

• Building line:  when used in reference to Chapter 
S1: Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet, means the line 
within which the dwelling and associated buildings 
should be located.  

• Conservation property vegetation plan 
(Conservation PVP):  when used in reference to 
Chapter S1: Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet is a 
voluntary, legally binding agreement between a 
landholder and the Local Land Services (LLS) that 
describes how vegetation on your land will be 
managed. 
• Orchid management area:  when used in 
reference to Chapter S1: Verons Estate, Sussex 
Inlet means areas where the Leafless Tongue 
Orchid (Cryptostylis hunteriana) and/or the 
greenhood orchid species Pterostylis ventricosa 
occur (refer to supporting map of Chapter S1).  
Note that potential habitat for Pterostylis ventricosa 
in Swan Lake has not been surveyed. 
• Potential building area/line:  when used in 
reference to Chapter S1: Verons Estate, Sussex 
Inlet, means the area or line identified on the 
supporting map in Chapter S1 within which 

Verons Estate: Biobanking 
agreement, Building line, 
Conservation property 
vegetation plan, Orchid 
management area, Potential 
building area/line, Potential 
development area, Voluntary 
conservation agreement.  
 
 

• Update Wildlife friendly 
fencing definition to include 
reference to Chapter S1 
Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet. 
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dwellings and associated buildings should be 
located so that your property and neighbouring 
properties can be safely and appropriately 
developed.  
• Potential development area:  when used in 
reference to Chapter S1: Verons Estate, Sussex 
Inlet, encompasses the potential building area and 
bushfire asset protection zones (APZ) and on-site 
effluent treatment and application area.  
• Voluntary conservation agreement (VCA): 
when used in reference to Chapter S1: Verons 
Estate, Sussex Inlet, a VCA is a voluntary, legally 
binding agreement between a landholder and the 
NSW Environment Minister.  Conservation 
agreements are used to permanently protect land 
which has special environmental features. 
• Amend the Wildlife friendly fencing definition 
as follows to include reference to Chapter S1 
Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet: 
• Wildlife friendly fencing when used in reference 
to Chapter N20: Jerberra Estate and Chapter S1: 
Verons Estate, Sussex Inlet means fencing 
provided in the bushland conservation area (BCA) 
or bushland management area (BMA) to limit 
disturbance whilst not impeding the movement of 
wildlife, comprising posts and plain wires. 

129 • Add a new definition for “storey” to apply to 
Chapters G6, G12, G13, G14. 

• Storey when used in reference to Chapter G6: 
Areas of Coastal Management, Chapter G12: 
Single Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary 

• This suggestion is a result of a 
change to the building 
envelope approach to avoid 
conflict between the height 
provisions in the LEP and the 
DCP.  A storey option was 

• No change recommended. 
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Structures, Chapter G13 Dual Occupancy 
Development and Chapter G14 Other Residential 
Accommodation is not to exceed 3 metres. 

Note. The Shoalhaven LEP 2014 defines storey as a 
space within a building that is situated between 
one floor level and the floor level next above, or if 
there is no floor above, the ceiling or roof above, 
but does not include (a) a space that contains only 
a lift shaft, stairway or meter room, or (b) a 
mezzanine, or (c) an attic. 

suggested whereby height, for 
the purpose of the envelope, is 
controlled by a two storey 
height limit with each storey 
being allocated a maximum 
height of 3 metres.  This 
approach is not considered to 
be the most appropriate way to 
address height within the 
building envelope.  Requested 
change does not have merit. 

136 • Add a definition of “storey”.  
• Add a definition of “Floor Space Ratio”. 
 

• LEP definitions are relied 
upon where they exist, DCP 
definitions are outlined in the 
dictionary in the absence of an 
LEP definition. ‘Storey’ and 
‘Floor space ratio’ is defined in 
SLEP 2014 and therefore 
should not be included in the 
DCP Dictionary.  

• No change recommended.  
 

136 • Correct any misspellings of “stories” throughout the 
document to “storeys”. 

• Requested change 
supported.  
 

• Correct any spelling errors 
in the DCP dictionary, 
specifically the definition of 
‘stories’. 
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CHAPTER G1: SITE ANALYSIS, SUSTAINABLE DESIGN AND BUILDING MATERIALS IN RURAL AND COASTAL AREAS 
 
Chapter G1: Site Analysis, Sustainable Design and Building Materials in Rural and Coastal Areas is a generic chapter that applies to all 
development.   It includes provisions related to:  
• Energy efficiency and solar access, including BASIX compliance.  
• Building materials in rural and environmental areas.  
• Site analysis, including examples of detailed site analysis diagrams that are to accompany a development application.  
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 3 

 
Recommendation G1 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G1.1 and G1.2.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G1.1 – Chapter G1: Site Analysis, Sustainable Design and Building Materials in Rural and Coastal Areas - Summary of minor 
submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

84 • Section 5.1 A1.1 - typographical error.  
Opportunities should be 'Opportunities 
(including but not limited to)'. 

• Requested changes 
supported. 

• Change A1.1 to: 'Opportunities 
(including but not limited to)'. 

• Increase the size of the text in 
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• Section 5.2 - Figure 4 and 5 - much of 

the text is not legible - needs to be larger. 
Figures 4 and 5 (Section 5.2). 

116 • Page 2-contents - This chapter is titled 
‘Site Analysis, Sustainable Design and 
Building Materials in Rural and Coastal 
Areas’ however section 5.3 is titled 
‘Building Materials in Rural and 
Environmental Areas’-suggest the 
chapter be retitled to read ‘Site Analysis, 
Sustainable Design and Building 
Materials in Rural and Environmental 
Areas’. 

 

• Chapter G1 incorporates 
Council Policy POL12/127 
Reflective Building Materials – 
Use in Coastal and Rural Areas 
which applies to coastal areas, 
rural and bushland areas. The 
title and references throughout 
Chapter G1 should be changed 
to ‘Site Analysis, Sustainable 
Design and Building Materials 
in Rural, Coastal and 
Environmental Areas’ to cover 
all areas where POL12/127 
applies.  

• Change the Chapter title to: 
‘Chapter G1 ‘Site Analysis, 
Sustainable Design and Building 
Materials in Rural, Coastal and 
Environmental Areas’. 
 

116 • Section 4, page 4 - Include the following 
at the end of objective vi ‘and any 
identified natural hazards’. 

• Section 5.1, page 4 - Acceptable 
solutions A1.1 at the end of third dot 
point should include ‘particularly in regard 
to solar access and existing mature 
vegetation’. 

• Section 5.1, page 4 - Acceptable 
solutions A1.1 add a fourth dot point, to 
reference coastal hazard areas. 
 

• Section 5.1, page 5 Acceptable solutions 
A1.2 include a new dot point : ‘The 
character of any adjacent public 

• Requested changes supported. 
 

• Amend objective vi in Section 4 
(pg. 4) to include ‘and any 
identified natural hazards’. 
 

• Amend A1.1 (Section 5.1, page 4), 
third dot point to read: “natural 
hazards which are likely to impact 
upon the development such as 
bushfire prone land, coastal 
hazard areas or flood prone land, 
particularly in regard to solar 
access and existing mature 
vegetation”. 

• Amend A1.2 (Section 5.1, page 4) 
to include a new dot point: ‘The 
character of any adjacent public 
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land/reserves, particularly the location of 
mature trees in relation to the proposed 
development’ 

• Section 5.1, Fig. 1, 2 & 3, pages 6,7 and 
8 - none of the three figures show 
examples of natural hazards 
consideration - for example a natural 
watercourse would usually be 
accompanied by a flood extent- could 
that be shown on the maps as well as an 
example of bushfire risks? Can the 
figures also show a park or public land 
with a large tree adjacent to reinforce 
consideration of development impacts on 
neighbouring trees and vice versa at 
application/assessment stage? 

• Section 5.1, Fig. 1 (page 6) - The figure 
shows a house obstructing the direct 
path of a waterway- this is not advisable 
– need to amend this figure 

land/reserves, particularly the 
location of mature trees in relation 
to the proposed development’. 
 

• Amend Figures 1, 2 and 3 in 
Section 5.1 to show examples of 
natural hazards including flood 
extent, natural watercourses and 
bushfire risk and to show 
examples of a large tree located on 
an adjoining reserve. ‘ 
 
 
 
 
 

• Amend Figure 1 in Section 5.1 to 
relocate the dwelling that is 
located along a natural 
watercourse. 

 
Table G1.2 – Chapter G1: Site Analysis, Sustainable Design and Building Materials in Rural and Coastal Areas - Summary of major 
submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

116 • SLEP 2014 Clauses 7.5 Terrestrial 
Biodiversity and Clause 7.6 provide 
controls to protect land either side of 
water courses for a distance related to 
the category of a stream. Request that 
these ‘riparian buffers’ be considered as 

• The request has merit and 
provides further guidance to 
applicants and assessment 
staff on compliance with 
Clauses 7.5 and 7.6 in 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014, 

• Consider including a provision for 
riparian buffer areas in accordance 
with Clauses 7.5 and 7.6 in 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014 as part of a 
future review of this DCP Chapter. 

• Include a hyperlink/Advisory Note 
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a control in the Development DCP 
Chapters i.e. subdivision. This would 
provide a trigger for applicants and 
assessment staff to consider the LEP 
clauses. Link to Department of Primary 
Industries, Office of Water ‘Guidelines for 
riparian corridors on waterfront land’ 
should also be provided as it includes 
useful diagrams and definitions of stream 
categories. 

however inclusion of this 
provision will need to be 
considered in a future review of 
Chapter G2 and through a 
separate consultation process.  

 

to the Department of Planning & 
Environment, Office of Water 
Guidelines for riparian corridors 
and waterfront land. 

150 • Page 9 - excellent considerations of site 
analysis, but regarding solar access 
could the Land and Environment Court 
principles be included summarily here as 
applicable to acceptable solutions 

• Suggested change has merit 
and could be considered as 
part of a future review to this 
DCP Chapter.  

• Review A2.1 in Section 5.2 (page 9) 
to possibly include further detail 
on the NSW Land & Environment 
Court Planning Principle ‘Impact 
on Solar Access on Neighbours’. 

• Include a hyperlink/Advisory Note 
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CHAPTER G2: SUSTAINABLE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT & EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL 
 
Chapter G2: Sustainable Stormwater Management and Erosion/Sediment Control is a generic chapter that relates to stormwater and 
erosion/sediment control requirements for all development in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

 

 
Recommendation G2- Adopt the recommendations in Tables G2.1 and G2.2   
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G2.1 – Chapter G2: Sustainable Stormwater Management & Erosion Control - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

19 • Section 5.4, Development on waterfront 
land (page 15) - stormwater disposal 
over/across/through public waterfront 
reserves should be avoided to prevent 
erosion and need for remedial actions.  

• Section 5.4, Coastal Areas, Acceptable 

• Comments are valid, new 
acceptable solutions should be 
included as recommended. 

• Where there is no other option 
but to dispose of stormwater 
over/across/through public 

• Insert acceptable solutions A1.9, 
into Section 5.4, Development on 
waterfront land: “Stormwater 
disposal over/across/through 
public waterfront reserves should 
be avoided to prevent erosion and 

Type Number 
Individual 2 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 2 
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 6 
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Solution A1.3 (page 16) - Discharging to 
the base of a dune or cliff is not an 
acceptable solution where the cliff or 
dune is Crown land. A development must 
not direct stormwater discharges onto an 
adjacent or adjoining Crown land, road, or 
waterway. 

waterfront reserves this may be 
supported through the creation 
of an easement (88B 
Instrument).  

need for remedial actions.” 
• Insert Advisory Note text box under 

acceptable solutions A1.9 as 
follows: ‘Where there is no other 
option but to dispose of stormwater 
over/across/through public 
waterfront reserves this may be 
supported through the creation of 
an easement (88B Instrument).’ 

• Insert A1.4, Section 5.4, Coastal 
Areas - "A development must not 
direct stormwater discharges to the 
base of a dune or cliff where the 
cliff or dune is Crown land." 

117 • Section 5.4 Waterfront Land (page 13) - 
In relation to acceptable solution A1.3-
there may be a need to include a note 
referring to the potential requirement to 
gain relevant licences and approvals form 
Crown lands when the structure is to be 
located on Crown Lands 

• Comment supported. • Include Advisory Note (Section 5.4, 
page 13) to advise that relevant 
approval/licences may be required 
from Crown Land or Council when 
proposing to discharge stormwater 
to coastal cliffs or coastal dunes.  

117 • The Water management Act refers to 
stream order classification according to 
the Strahler method where as Table 1: 
Watercourses and CPZ on page 14 uses 
opposite categories i.e. Watercourse 
category 1 for a Strahler stream order 
number 3. 

• Section 5.4 Waterfront land 
provides confusing advice. The 
Watercourse categories 
identified in the table refers 
toShoalhaven LEP 2014 Natural 
Resource Sensitivity – Water 
Map and the categories the 
Strahler Method used to 
determine stream order in the 
Water Management Act 2000. 

• Include Advisory Note to identify 
that the Watercourse categories 
identified in the table refer to SLEP 
2014 Watercourse Categories and 
the Water Management Act 2000 
uses a different method to order 
streams. 

132 • Sydney Catchment Authority requests • Request to include the Model • Insert the following Advisory Note 
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references to the Sydney Drinking Water 
Catchment (SDWC) SEPP in Chapter G2 
Sustainable Stormwater Management & 
Erosion Sediment Control are deleted as 
they do not properly or fully capture the 
SEPP requirements.  For example, G2 
places the NorBE requirement under the 
SEPP for Large Scale Development only, 
defined in the DCP as subdivisions of 10 
or more lots, or 3,500 square metres.  
This approach misses a wide range of 
development types and sizes in the DW 
Catchment that are required to achieve a 
neutral or beneficial effect on water 
quality in accordance with SDWC SEPP.  
Recommend that a new section be 
inserted into Chapter G2 containing the 
SCA’s Model DCP clause ) “Development 
in the Sydney Drinking Water Catchment” 
and the SEWC map be included with the 
clause.   

• The SCA also suggest the SDWC Clause 
be cross referenced in other relevant 
Chapters being: G8 Onsite Sewage 
Management, G11 Subdivision, G12 
Single Dwellings, G13 Dual Occupancy, 
G14 Other Residential Accommodation, 
G15 Tourist Development in Rural Areas, 
G17 Business and Commercial and Retail 
Activities. 

DCP Clause is not supported in 
this instance.  The Sustainable 
Stormwater Management & 
Erosion Sediment Control 
Chapter went through a rigorous 
community consultation process. 
Including the model clause is 
considered a major change to 
the Chapter. This advice from 
SCA has been noted and will be 
considered at a later stage.   
There is merit in including an 
Advisory Note about the areas 
where the SEPP applies and 
include a link to the SCA 
website for the SDWC Map.   
Cross referencing would 
therefore not be necessary. 

(Section 2): “For areas that are 
within the Sydney Drinking Water 
Catchement (SDWC) Area, 
specifically Kangaroo Valley and 
parts of Sassafras, the SDWC 
SEPP will apply and prevail where 
it conflicts with the DCP Chapter”.    

• Insert link to the SDWC Map that is 
located on the SCA website.   

 
Table G2.2 – – Chapter G2: Sustainable Stormwater Management & Erosion Control - Summary of major submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
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Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

85 • Onsite Stormwater Detention (OSD), (page 6) - This 
clause appears to capture single dwellings and dual 
occupancy.  OSD has not previously applied to single 
dwellings, dual occupancy and ancillary buildings.  
Stormwater disposal from dwellings is contained in 
G12 under 'Stormwater Management'.    Recommend 
exclusion of OSD for dwellings, dual occupancy and 
their ancillary buildings. 

• OSD was previously not 
required for single dwellings, 
dual occupancy and ancillary 
buildings, the rationale 
behind the inclusion should 
be investigated and the 
applicability of this section 
amended if warranted. 

• Amend reference to the 
Onsite Stormwater 
Detention Section (page 6) 
to ‘may be required’ and 
consider requirement in 
the future review this DCP. 

151 •  Section 5.1 - more practical examples of 
stormwater control and re-use would be constructive 
for acceptable solutions. 

• Requested change is 
supported. 

• Include more practical 
examples of stormwater 
control and re-use (section 
5.1) as part of a future 
review to this DCP Chapter. 

117 • Section 4 Objectives (page 3) – In relation to 
Objective iii - given the decline in the Green and 
Golden Bell Frog (GGBF) population - it could be 
justified to add an objective that in areas where the 
GGBF are present the stormwater detention ponds 
should be designed to be frog friendly - refer 
brochure - creating a frog friendly habitat. 

• Amending this Objective 
needs further consideration 
to ensure future maintenance 
issues for Council are 
addressed. 

• Review of Objective iii. 
(Section 4, page 3) to be 
considered in a future 
review this DCP Chapter. 

180 • Section 6.2 – An operation and maintenance plan 
SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED for small scale 
developments. 

• Request has merit. • Investigate whether an 
operation and maintenance 
plan is required for small 
scale developments and 
clarify what a small scale 
development is.  

 
CHAPTER G3: LANDSCAPING DESIGN GUIDELINES  
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Chapter G3: Landscaping Design Guidelines is a generic chapter that relates to landscaping requirements for all development in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 2 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 4 

 
Recommendation G3 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G3.1. – 
Key Issues  
 
Table G3.1 – Chapter G3: Landscape and Design Guidelines - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

20 • Reference should be made to 
establishing landscaping using non-
invasive species.  

• The “Other legislation or policies you 
should check” section should include 
reference to the Noxious Weeds Act 
1993, Noxious weeds Regulation 
2008, Noxious Weeds declarations. 

• Request is supported.  • Insert Advisory Note at the beginning 
of Section 5: "New landscape 
elements should consist of non-
invasive species.  Refer to the 
Noxious Weeds Act 1993, Noxious 
Weeds Regulation 2008, noxious 
weeds declarations and the NSW 
Department of Primary Industry's 
website" [with hyperlink to DPI's 
website - 
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/agricultur
e/pests-weeds/weeds/legislation]. 
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27 • Chapter should include the 

comprehensive suburb by suburb list 
compiled in 2008. 

• Request is supported 
• Relates to species lists.  

• Insert a link to the plant species list 
by suburb in Section 6.2 - 
http://www.shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au/E
nvironment/Shoalhaven-Tree-
Species-List?portalid=3  

118 • Section 6 Advisory Information - 
Council policies and guidelines 
should refer to ‘Grow me instead 
brochure’ and ‘Shoalhaven Species 
list July 2008’. External policies and 
guidelines should refer to 
‘Environmental Weeds’. Legislation 
should refer to the noxious Weeds 
legislation 

• Requested changes supported. • Amend Section 6.2 to include 
reference to ‘Grow me instead’ 
brochure, ‘Shoalhaven Species List 
July 2008’, ‘Environmental Weeds’ 
and ‘Noxious Weeds Legislation’. 

118 • Section 5 Controls, page 4 - 
Acceptable solution A1- P1 
encompasses 'landscape elements' 
however A1 jumps straight onto trees.  
Suggest amending A1 to be more 
inclusive of other types of landscape 
elements. Are only the trees 
'identified in the plan'?  At this stage, 
isn't the aim of the DCP to tell the 
applicant what is to be identified in 
the plan?  What’s to stop the 
applicant not showing any trees in the 
plan? 
 

• Request has merit. A3 outlines 
that existing and proposed 
vegetation must be identified in 
the Landscape Plan. 

• A1 to be expanded to include 
landscape elements  

 

• Amend Section 5, A1 to read: 
‘Existing trees and landscape 
elements which make a positive 
contribution to the character of the 
area and should be retained and 
integrated into the redevelopment of 
the land. Proposals to remove 
existing trees and landscape 
elements must propose suitable 
landscaping to retain streetscape 
character’.  

181 • The acceptable solutions makes 
reference to the landscaping being 
in accordance with the approved 
plan – this section should be about 

• The approved landscape plan 
refers to the landscape plan that 
is required to be submitted with 
the development application.  

• No change recommended.  
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appropriate design and planting for 
a proposed development. 

This is how the applicant 
demonstrates appropriate design 
and planting.  

• The request is not supported.  
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CHAPTER G4: REMOVAL AND AMENITY OF TREES 
 
Chapter G4: Removal and Amenity of Trees is a generic chapter that relates to tree management in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 2 

 
Recommendation G4 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G4.1 and G4.2:  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G4.1 – Chapter G4 – Removal of Amenity of Trees - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

57 • Section 3.2 and 3.3 - It should be clarified which 
zones are urban and non-urban.  Schedule 1, 
Part 3, Section 14 of the Native Vegetation Act 
(NV Act) defines which zones are excluded from 
the NV Act - i.e. those taken to define the urban 
area: R1, R2, R3, R4, RU5, B1, B2, B3, B4, B5, 
B6, B7, IN1, IN2, IN3, IN4, SP2 and W3.  All other 
zones should be classed as non-urban. 

• The content of this submission 
also formed part of a 
submission by the Office of 
Environment and Heritage to 
draft DCP No.128 during its 
separate exhibition period.   

• As part of this separate 
process, all three issues have 

• Insert the content of DCP 
No.128 into the final 
Shoalhaven DCP as Chapter 
G4: Removal and Amenity of 
Trees, following its separate 
consideration by Council. 
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• Section 2 of draft DCP No.128 states that the 

DCP applies to all species of trees or vegetation 
which occur in an area mapped by the DCP.  It is 
not clear what this map refers to as there is no 
map.  This reference should be more specific – 
does it relate to Clause 5.9 of the LEP? 

• The consent requirements for vegetation removal 
on land mapped as clause 5.9 (9A), subclause 8 
(a)(ii) on the Clause Map (clause 5.9 of the 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014) should be clearly outlined 
in the DCP. 

been supported in the report to 
Development Committee on 7 
October 2014. 

• The resolution of the 
Committee will inform the 
changes made to DCP No. 
128 prior to its insertion into 
the final Shoalhaven DCP 

119 • Include adopted version of DCP No.128 as a 
chapter in the final Shoalhaven DCP. 

• Request is supported. It was 
always the intention to 
ultimately include the content 
of DCP No.128 into the 
Shoalhaven DCP. 
 

• Insert the content of DCP 
No.128 into the final 
Shoalhaven DCP as Chapter 
G4: Removal and Amenity of 
Trees, following its separate 
consideration by Council. 

 
Table G4.2 – Chapter G4 – Removal of Amenity of Trees - Summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

57 • The consent requirements for 
vegetation removal on land 
mapped as clause 5.9 (9A), 
subclause 8 (a)(ii) on the Clause 
Map (clause 5.9 of the 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014) should 
be clearly outlined in the DCP. 

• Further investigation into consent 
requirements would possibly assist in 
the usability of this Chapter.   

• Further investigation into consent 
requirements for vegetation removal on 
land mapped under clause 5.9 (9A) of 
the LEP be undertaken and the Chapter 
amended if required. 

119 • Amend SLEP 2014 Clause 5.9 
mapping in accordance with DCP 
No.128 adoption. 

• Requires further investigation and 
consideration outside the DCP 
finalisation process.   

• Amend Clause 5.9 mapping if necessary 
through the ‘Housekeeping Amendment’ 
to Shoalhaven LEP 2014 which is 
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• There is an existing resolution 

(MIN14.54) to update mapping 
associated with the Clauses in 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014 and this issue 
will be separately considered in the 
Housekeeping Amendment to the LEP. 

currently underway. 
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CHAPTER G5: THREATENED SPECIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
Chapter G5: Threatened Species Impact Assessment is a generic chapter that guides applicants to provide the appropriate level of threatened 
species information as required to enable Council to assess their application. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 2 
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 5 

 
Recommendation G5 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G5.1 and G5.2  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G5.1 – Chapter G5 - Threatened Species Impact Assessment - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

16 • Page 10 - Inset semicolon after 
Commonwealth marine areas.   

• Page 14 Determination of 7 Part Test 
findings c) - Proposed ‘measured’ should be 
proposed ‘measures’.  

• Page 14 Determination of 7 Part Test 

• Suggested changes should 
be made as recommended.  

• In terms of the missing word, 
insert the word ‘considered’ 
after the word ‘successfully’.  
 

• Insert semicolon on page 10 after 
Commonwealth Marine Areas. 

• Change ‘measured’ to ‘measures’ 
in Determination of 7 Part Test 
findings c), page 14. 

• Insert the word ‘considered’ after 
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findings c) – unless the measure has been 
successfully….for that species.  A word is 
missing after successfully. 

the word ‘successfully’ in section 
c) page 14. 
 

44 • The last paragraph on page 11 discusses the 
possibility of an alternative survey approach 
to a flora and fauna assessment approach. It 
should not be left to Council to decide a best 
practice approach as there is the potential 
then for political decisions to be made if the 
elected Council becomes involved. If the 
consultant believes there is an alternative 
approach, it should be signed off by OEH 
staff first. 

• The last paragraph on page 
11 should be deleted.  Any 
variation to survey 
requirements would be 
undertaken on a merit basis 
in consultation with the Office 
of Environment and Heritage 
(OEH) where necessary. 

• Delete the last paragraph on page 
11.  

66 • Page 7 BioBanking should be amended to 
include the following text: 

‘Information on how to apply to the OEH for a 
biobanking statement for a development 
proposal can be found in Part 7A of the TSC 
Act, or online at 
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/biobankin
g/developers.htm  

The BioBanking Assessment Methodology 
offers an alternative development assessment 
process, whereby the impacts of a 
development are assessed and offset in 
accordance with the BioBanking Assessment 
Methodology. 

Enquiries regarding applications for a 
biobanking statement should be made directly 

• Provides comprehensive 
guidance on BioBanking 
processes and methodology.  

• Amend the content of the 
BioBanking section on page 7 to 
include the content suggested by 
OEH where appropriate.  
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to OEH.  Where a biobanking statement is 
granted for a development site, Council 
accepts that the requirements to assess the 
impacts on threatened species under section 
79c of the EPA Act have been met.  Offsets 
can be met by purchasing and retiring the 
required number and type of credits as 
determined by the assessment methodology. 

The Biodiversity Credits Register can be used 
to find buyers and sellers of credits: 
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/bimsprapp
/biobankingpr.aspx’  

66 • Page 9 – change NWPS to NPWS 
 

• Page 12, step 3 – remove reference to 
Section 4.3.2 – there is no such section.  

• Page 12, ‘Mapping requirements’ Section – 
amend reference to a vegetation 
communities map to require the source of 
vegetation mapping.  Where submitted 
vegetation mapping differs from existing 
published maps, it is recommended that 
these differences should be justified with 
vegetation plot/quadrat data. 

• Page 13, ‘Mapping requirements’ Section, 
last paragraph.  The asset protection buffer 
zones should be included on the map in 
addition to the building envelope/ancillary 
works as these often have an impact on 
vegetation.  

• Requested changes are 
supported 

• Change reference from ‘NWPS’ to 
‘NPWS’, page 9.  

• Reference to ‘in Section 4.3.2’ be 
removed from step 3 on page 12. 

• Insert the following text (page 12, 
‘Mapping requirements’): “Where 
submitted vegetation mapping 
differs from existing published 
maps, these differences should be 
justified with vegetation 
plot/quadrat data.” 
 

• Require the inclusion of asset 
protection buffer zones on the 
map in addition to the building 
envelope/ancillary works on page 
13, ‘Mapping requirements’ 
Section, last paragraph. 
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• Page 14, point d), amended to clarify that not 

all determination may lead to an SIS by 
including reference to the development 
assessment process. 

• Last paragraph in ‘Determination of 7 Part 
Test findings’ section, page 15 – the word 
satisfactory should be satisfactorily.  

• Amended Point d), page 14 as 
follows: “In many cases where 
complex mitigating, ameliorative 
or compensatory measures are 
required, such as bush restoration 
or purchase of land, further 
assessment through the SIS or 
development assessment process 
may be required”.  

• Change the word satisfactory in 
the last paragraph in 
‘Determination of 7 Part Test 
findings’ section (page 15) to 
satisfactorily. 

120 • Move advisory information in section 6 to a 
location on Councils website as supporting 
information. Provide an Advisory Note with a 
link directing the reader to Councils website.  

• Remove threatened species lists in section 
6.5 and 6.6. Include link to lists on website. 

• Amend the wording in Objective i in Section 4 
Objectives to use the term ‘mitigate’ instead 
of ‘protect’ 

• Requests are supported. • Move Sections 6.1, 6.5 and 6 to a 
location on Councils website as 
supporting information. Provide an 
Advisory Note with a link directing 
the reader to Councils website  

• Retain Section 6.2, 6.3, 6.4 and 6.7 
and renumber heading. 

• Reword objective i. to read 
‘Mitigate impacts to threatened 
species, populations and EECs 
generated by development.’ 

138 • Ulladulla and Districts Community Forum 
Support the inclusion of a chapter on 
threatened species impact assessment to 
ensure consistency in decision-making. 

• Support the requirement in Section 6.3 for a 
Species Impact Statement to be prepared if a 

• Positive feedback noted.  
 

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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proposed development or activity is likely to 
significantly affect any threatened species, 
population or EEC or their habitats (including 
critical habitat).  

138 • Page 15, 2nd paragraph - Replace "will be 
taken into account" with "will be used". 

• Requested change is 
supported as it accurately 
reflects the assessment 
process.  

 

• Amend second paragraph on page 
15 to read: "The AoS Guidelines 
(OEH, formerly NSW Department 
of Environment, Climate Change 
and Water (DECCW), 2009) will be 
used when making a 
determination". 

138 • Page 16 Last paragraph under the heading 
Independent Review/Assessment. Request 
that the wording is tightened to imply that 
refusal should be expected if written 
agreement to an independent review of the 
assessment is not provided. 

• The current wording ‘should 
be expected’. It implies that 
applications will be 
determined by refusal. There 
is a need to clarify this 

• Amend the last sentence in the 
last paragraph under the heading 
Independent Review/Assessment 
on page 16 to read: “An 
application may be refused should 
insufficient information being 
submitted”. 
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Table G5.2 – – Chapter G5 - Threatened Species Impact Assessment - Summary of major submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 

 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

66 • The Chapter includes a list of threatened 
flora and fauna that occur within the LGA.  It 
would also be helpful to guide consultants 
with a list of EECs known to occur within 
Shoalhaven LGA. 

• There is some merit in 
providing a known EECs list.   

• Consider preparing a list of EECs 
that can be accessed via a weblink 
in a future Advisory Note.     

138 • Concerned that wording in the Chapter 
creates ambiguity and there are some 
loopholes in the wording. Suggest the 
following changes to Section 6 Advisory 
Information in draft Chapter G5: 

• Page 15, 1st sentence ‘Following the review 
and assessment…. Recommended that 
point d) is amended to tighten the wording 
from ‘refusal is likely’ with ‘it will be refused. 
Proponents may seek a merits review of this 
decision in the Land and Environment 
Court’. This is due to concerns with previous 
Council approvals in similar circumstances. 

• Section 6 provides advisory 
information. Section 79C 
Assessment is the process 
which determines approval or 
refusal of an application. 
Suggested wording change is 
not supported.  
 

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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CHAPTER G6: AREAS OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT 
 
Chapter G6: Areas of Coastal Management is a generic chapter that relates to development within areas of coastal management and includes 
previous policies on residential development in foreshore areas and building on sand dunes. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 3 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 3 
Total 8 
 

Recommendation G6 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G6.1 and G6.2  
 
 

Key Issues  
 
Table G6.1 – Chapter G6: Areas of Coastal Management - Summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

79 • For consistency with OEH material, it is 
suggested that Council consider changing the 
chapter title to ‘Areas of Coastal Zone’. 
 

• The suggested title of 
‘Areas of Coastal Zone’ is 
not recommended as a 
focus on management is 
the theme of the Chapter 
and should be referenced.  
A revised title of ‘Coastal 
Management Areas’ is 

• Change the title of this Chapter to 
‘Coastal Management Areas’. 
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considered more 
appropriate for this 
Chapter.  

79 • The second sentence in the first paragraph of 
Section 3 should be reworded to improve 
clarity as follows: ‘Coastal dynamics are 
complicated and unpredictable and will 
include periods of accretion where dunes 
grow and beaches widen and then periods of 
catastrophic storm erosion leading to the 
whole beach receding landward’.  

• The second sentence in the third paragraph 
of Section 3 should be amended as wind 
erosion generally does not cause 
undermining of building foundations directly.  
Wind can blow away sand from de-vegetated 
beach-dune systems, cause recession of the 
shoreline and deplete sand reserves. This 
may lead to undermining of buildings during 
extreme storm events.   

• Requested changes are 
supported. 

 

• Change the second sentence in the 
first paragraph of Section 3 to: 
“Coastal dynamics are complicated 
and unpredictable and will include 
periods of accretion where dunes 
grow and beaches widen and then 
periods of catastrophic storm 
erosion leading to the whole beach 
receding landward”. 

• Amend the second sentence in the 
third paragraph of Section 3 to: 
“Wind can blow away sand from de-
vegetated beach-dune systems, 
cause recession of the shoreline and 
deplete sand reserves. This and the 
removal of vegetation may lead to 
undermining of buildings during 
extreme storm events”.   

•  
79 • Replace objectives ii and iii in Section 4 for 

accuracy with : 
i. Consider local physical coastal processes 

and hazards to avoid significant adverse 
impacts from these processes. 

ii. Consider ecological processes and avoid 
significant adverse effects on the 
environment. 
 

• Requested changes are 
supported as the 
suggested objectives are 
more appropriate and 
better capture the 
objective/intent of the 
Section.   

 

• Amend objectives ii and iii in Section 
4 to read: 

ii. “Consider local physical coastal 
processes and hazards to avoid 
significant adverse impacts from 
these processes. 

iii. Consider ecological processes 
and avoid significant adverse 
effects on the environment.” 
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• Replace objectives iv in Section 5.1 with: 
iv. Ensure that future developments on the 

coastal zone consider the risks 
associated with local coastal hazards 
such as coastal erosion, shoreline 
recession, coastal inundation, coastal 
entrance migration, slope instability and 
stormwater erosion and their potential 
increase with the projected Sea Level 
Rise. 

• Replace objective iv with the 
following: 

v. “Ensure that future developments 
in the coastal zone consider the 
risks associated with local 
coastal hazards such as coastal 
erosion, shoreline recession, 
coastal inundation, coastal 
entrance migration, slope 
instability and stormwater 
erosion and their potential 
increase with projected Sea Level 
Rise.” 

79 • Figure 10, page 25 – the proportion of cut to 
fill should appear balanced.  

• The proportion of cut to fill 
does not appear balanced 
as it is representative of 
excavation with a retaining 
wall and fill to create a 
battered slope.  These are 
two different types of 
earthworks to provide a 
more representative 
illustration.  Amending the 
image to balance the cut 
and fill is not 
recommended as the 1m 
cut and fill is still illustrated.   

• No subsequent recommendation.  

79 • Replace the word ‘processes’ with hazards’ at 
Objective v) in Section 5.1.  

• The content of Section 5.1 addresses coastal 
erosion and shoreline recession only, not 
oceanic inundation. The heading should be 

• Requested changes are 
supported. 
 

• Section 5.1 only addresses 
coastal erosion and 

• Replace the word ‘processes’ with 
‘hazards’ at Objective v) in Section 
5.1. 
 

• Change the title of Section 5.1 to 
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replaced with ‘Areas of coastal erosion and 
shoreline recession’.  Reference to oceanic 
inundation should also be removed from the 
first sentence in this section (page 7).  

• A1.4, page 26 - Reference to ‘NSW 
Environment and Heritage’ should be 
corrected to ‘NSW Office of Environment and 
Heritage’. 

shoreline recession, not 
oceanic inundation and 
therefore a change in title 
to ‘Areas of coastal erosion 
and shoreline recession’ is 
supported. The term 
oceanic inundation should 
be removed from the first 
sentence in this section 
(page 7). 

• The reference to ‘NSW 
Environment and Heritage’ 
will be changed to ‘NSW 
Office of Environment and 
Heritage’ in A1.4, page 26. 

‘Areas of coastal erosion and 
shoreline recession’ 

• Delete the term oceanic inundation 
from the first sentence in Section 5.1 
(page 7). 

• Correct the reference to ‘NSW 
Environment and Heritage’ to ‘NSW 
Office of Environment and Heritage’ 
in A1.4, page 26. 
 

79 • Appendix 1, page 29, 3) – it is queried 
whether the report should contain the status 
of the listed hazards influenced by Sea Level 
Rise only or also the status of hazards not 
influenced by SLR.  The following 
amendments to this section are suggested 
(noting that wetland migration has been 
removed as it has been adequately 
addressed by ‘coastal entrance behaviour’): 

• 3. A report on the following hazards (if 
relevant) at the site and their potential 
increase in the future due to the projected 
Sea Level Rise:  

− projected increase in Sea Level Rise and 
its influence (if any) on the local tidal 
range.  

− soft coast erosion – beach and fore dune 

• Requested changes are 
supported as they better 
articulate the intent of 
Council’s DA requirements.  
The content of Appendix 1 
at point 3 should be 
amended as 
recommended.  

• The approach taken 
throughout the Citywide 
DCP is to include all former 
appendices in Section 6.  
Appendix 1 should be 
included in 6.2, and 6.2 
moved to 6.3. 
 

• Amend the content of Appendix 1 at 
point 3 to read as follows:  
“3. A report on the following hazards 
(if relevant) at the site and their 
potential increase in the future due to 
projected Sea Level Rise:  
− projected increase in Sea Level 

Rise and its influence (if any) on 
the local tidal range.  

− soft coast erosion – beach and 
fore dune loss and/or migration, 
shoreline recession, beach 
realignment;  

− coastal flooding;  
− coastal entrance behaviour;  
− reconfiguration of intermittently 

open and closed lakes and 
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loss and/or migration, shoreline recession, 
beach realignment;  

− coastal flooding;  
− coastal entrance behaviour;  
− reconfiguration of intermittently open and 

closed lakes and lagoons;  
− cliff and slope instability;  
− groundwater elevation and/or salinisation.  
− The report should also demonstrate 

whether  the development proposal: 
− is consistent with the relevant coastline or 

flood risk management plan;  
− is consistent with any relevant section of 

this plan that relates to coastal or flood 
issues;  

− meets the coastal protection and flood risk 
management requirements of the LEP; 
and  

− incorporates appropriate management 
responses and adaptation strategies. 

lagoons;  
− cliff and slope instability;  
− groundwater elevation and/or 

salinisation.  
The report should also demonstrate 
whether  the development proposal: 

− is consistent with the relevant 
coastline or flood risk 
management plan;  

− is consistent with any relevant 
section of this plan that relates to 
coastal or flood issues;  

− meets the coastal protection and 
flood risk management 
requirements of the LEP; and  

− incorporates appropriate 
management responses and 
adaptation strategies”  

• Move the content of Appendix 1 to 
6.2, and the existing 6.2 should 
become 6.3. 

79 • Section 5.1, page 7, third dot point – it is 
mentioned that developments are allowed in 
these areas with limited restriction.  However, 
Figure 1 states that there are no restrictions 
under this section’.  This should be reviewed 
for consistency. 

• There is a discrepancy 
between dot point 3, page 
7 ‘Precinct 3 Low Risk’ and 
Figure 1.  A consistent 
approach should be 
adopted for both.  Internal 
consultation has 
determined that there 
should be no restriction.   

 

• Have a consistent approach for 
Precinct 3 Low Risk of no restriction 
and the DCP be adjusted 
accordingly.  
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86 • Page 7,  Precinct 1 - should say: '… where no 

new development within that part of an 
allotment of land is permitted'. 

• Page 7, Precinct 3 - should be no restrictions 
• Figure 1 – Amend to include reference to 

precinct labels to assist readers in 
understanding the associated text.  

• Need to tie A1.1 and A1.2 together as they do 
not stand alone.  Insert the word ‘and’ at the 
end of the following acceptable solutions: 
Page 8 - A1.1, A1.2, Page 9 - A1.3 

• Amend Figure number in A1.2 page 8, from 
Figure 2 to Figure 3.  

• Note after A1.3 on page 9 – Change acronym 
of SFR to ZRFC.   

• A1.1, page 9 – Change acronym of ZRFC to 
‘Safe Foundation Zone (SFZ)’. 

• In the final format the alternative solutions 
should stay together (should not spill over the 
page where at all possible).  

• Replace Figure 2 with the Cross Section from 
Coastal Newsletter showing safe foundation 
zone as it is a much better figure.   

• Areas of cliff/slope instability - The peer 
review of cliff risk lines has questioned the 
line validity in the Coastal Hazard Maps 
(SMEC 2009).  To date they have only been 
used to identify property at risk.  Any land at 
risk has been asked to provide a geotechnical 
report and the lines are not used as building 

• Requested changes are 
supported and should be 
made as recommended. 
 

• Amend Precinct 1 (page 7) to read: 
'…where no new development within 
that part of an allotment of land is 
permitted'. 

• Amend Precinct 3 (page 7) to state 
no restrictions (not limited). 

• Amend Figure 1 to include reference 
to precinct labels. 

• Insert the word ‘and’ at the end of the 
following acceptable solutions: Page 
8 - A1.1, A1.2, Page 9 - A1.3. 
 

• Amend Figure number in A1.2 page 
8, from Figure 2 to Figure 3. 

• Change the acronym SFR in the Note 
after A1.3 on page 9 to ZRFC. 

• Change acronym of ZRFC to ‘Safe 
Foundation Zone (SFZ)’ (A1.1, page 
9). 

• Move A1.1 Precinct 3, page 10 to the 
main acceptable solution section on 
the previous page. 

• Replace Figure 2 with the Cross 
Section from the Coastal Newsletter.    

 
• Replace the text above Figure 4 

(Areas of cliff/slope instability) with:  
‘The areas identified as being 
affected by cliff/slope instability are 
identified on the LEP 2014 Coastal 
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lines.  
The text above Figure 4 should be replaced 
with: ‘The areas identified as being affected 
by cliff/slope instability in the LEP 2014 
Coastal Risk Planning Map’.  Figure 4 should 
be deleted.  Italicised headings and A1.1 
should be deleted.  Acceptable solutions 
renumbered.  The reports referenced in the 
first dot point of existing A1.2 (to be A1.1) 
should refer to the following reports only: 
‘Shoalhaven City Council Coastal Zone 
Management Study and Plan – Coastal Slop 
Instability Hazard Study Final Report (SMEC 
August 2008) an Douglas Partners Report – 
Supplementary Geotechnical Observations 
Project 72051-1 July 2011, and Douglas 
Partners Report – Scoping Study and Stability 
Assessment Project 78319 – Dec 2011. 

• Include reference to Figure 7 at the end of the 
second sentence under Section 5.2 heading 
as follows: ‘… dual occupancy as shown in 
Figure 7’.  

• Figure 5 should fill page.  
• A1.1, page 17 – replaced with: ‘Buildings are 

sited within a building envelope determined 
by the following method. Planes are projected 
at 45 degrees from a height of 3.5 metres 
above existing ground level at the front, side 
and rear boundaries’  

• A1.4, page 17 – to address building 
envelope/concession conflicts with LEP, 
delete text preceding the dot points and 

Risk Planning Map’.   
• Delete Figure 4.   
• Delete italicised headings and A1.1, 

renumber acceptable solutions. 
• Amend the first dot point of existing 

A1.2 (to be A1.1) to refer to the 
following reports only: ‘Shoalhaven 
City Council Coastal Zone 
Management Study and Plan – 
Coastal Slop Instability Hazard Study 
Final Report (SMEC August 2008) an 
Douglas Partners Report – 
Supplementary Geotechnical 
Observations Project 72051-1 July 
2011, and Douglas Partners Report – 
Scoping Study and Stability 
Assessment Project 78319 – Dec 
2011”. 

• Include reference to Figure 7 at the 
end of the second sentence under 
Section 5.2 heading as follows: 
‘…dual occupancy as shown in 
Figure 7’. 

• Update all references to revised 
Figures in the text. 

• Increase the size of Figure 5 to fill the 
page.  

• A1.1, page 17 – replaced with: 
“Buildings are sited within a building 
envelope determined by the 
following method. Planes are 
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replace with: ‘Any proposed 2 storey building 
will require the following additional detail:’.  

• Page 18 – Delete the first sentence of the 
note and replace with: ‘Where a two storey 
building is proposed, it is recommended that 
preliminary consultation is undertaken with 
Council Staff.’ 

• Amend Figure 6 to ensure there are no 
conflicts with provisions in the SLEP 2014 
and to remove the concessional zone. Include 
example text as follows: ‘For foreshore areas, 
the side height of the envelope will reduce to 
3.5m and the LEP height will be at 7.5m’.  

• Figure 7 – Amend legend to replace ‘subject 
land’ with ‘Land subject to Clause 5.2 of this 
Chapter’ and replace ‘Side setback provision 
does not apply’ with ‘10% side setback – 
acceptable solution does not apply’. 

• A1.3, page 20 – replace word ‘if’ with ‘where’. 
• Delete privacy section (including Figure 9), 

page 21 – This is a duplication of content in 
chapters G12 and G13. 

• A1.1, Building Materials, page 23 – replace 
with: ‘Details of the intended materials and 
colours to be used for a proposed 
development will be submitted with the 
development application’.  

• Building Materials, page 23 - Insert a note 
under A1.1 as follows: ‘Note: Highly reflective 
materials are not acceptable in most 
situations’. 

projected at 45 degrees from a height 
of 3.5 metres above existing ground 
level at the front, side and rear 
boundaries”.  

• Delete text preceding the dot points 
(A1.4, page 17) and replace with: 
‘Any proposed 2 storey building will 
require the following additional 
detail:’. 

• Delete the first sentence of the Note 
(page 18) and replace with: ‘Where a 
two storey building is proposed, it is 
recommended that preliminary 
consultation is undertaken with 
Council.’ 

• Amend Figure 6 to ensure there are 
no conflicts with provisions in the 
SLEP 2014 and to remove the 
concessional zone. Include example 
text as follows: “For foreshore areas, 
the side height of the envelope will 
reduce to 3.5m and the LEP height 
will be at 7.5m”. 

• Amend legend of Figure 7 to replace 
‘subject land’ with ‘Land subject to 
Clause 5.2 of this Chapter’ and 
replace ‘Side setback provision does 
not apply’ with ‘10% side setback – 
acceptable solution does not apply’. 

• Replace word ‘if’ in A1.3 (page 20) 
with ‘where’. 
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• Note under A1.1, page 23 – replace with: 

‘Refer to Chapters G1 and G4 for more 
information on site analysis and tree 
management’.  

• Note under A1.2, page 23 – delete, no longer 
valid and addressed via note under A1.1. 

• A1.1, Landscaping, page 24 – delete 
reference to building application.  

• Site Stability, Excavation and Soil and Water 
Management section, page 24 – amend 
Advisory Note to: ‘The controls in this Section 
are in addition to those outlined in Chapters 
G2 and G26 – Acid Sulphate Soils and 
Geotechnical (Site Stability) Guidelines of the 
DCP. 

• Change Advisory Note under A1.1, page 26 –
to read: ‘Note: This work should only be done 
in consultation with Council’s Natural 
Resources Section and Office of Environment 
and Heritage’. 

• Delete privacy section (including 
Figure 9), page 21. 

• Replace A1.1 (Building Materials, 
page 23) with: “Details of the 
intended materials and colours to be 
used for a proposed development 
will be submitted with the 
development application”.  

• Insert the following Advisory Note 
under A1.1 (Building Materials, page 
23): 
 “Note: Highly reflective materials are 
not acceptable in most situations”. 

• Replace Advisory Note under A1.1 
(page 23) with: “Refer to Chapters G1 
and G4 for more information on site 
analysis and tree management”.  

• Delete Note under A1.2 (page 23). 
• Delete reference to building 

application in A1.1 (Landscaping, 
page 24). 

• Amend Advisory Note (Site Stability, 
Excavation and Soil and Water 
Management section, page 24) to 
read: “The controls in this Section 
are in addition to those outlined in 
Chapters G2 and G26 of this DCP”. 

• Change Advisory Note (A1.1, page 
26) to read: “Note: This work should 
only be done in consultation with 
Council’s Natural Resources Section 
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and Office of Environment and 
Heritage”.  

105 • Change the chapter title of G6 from “Areas of 
Coastal Management” to “Coastal 
Management Areas”, and amend the title 
page, header, footer, and body of this chapter 
accordingly. 
 

• Requested change is 
supported. 

• Change title of Chapter G6 to: 
“Coastal Management Areas”, and 
amend the title page, header, footer, 
and body of this chapter accordingly.          

105 • Propose insertion of a new Acceptable 
solution in regards to Building Envelopes 
(Submission Attachment “A”) to be consistent 
with SLEP 2014 Height of Buildings and to 
define the 3m Maximum Storey Provision. 

• Request Chapter G6, Acceptable Solution 
A1.4 relating to Encroachments and 
concessional zones in the Building Envelope 
and Siting table (Page 17) be amended.  The 
current provision includes numerical heights 
and without the numerical heights the 
concessional zone will be difficult to work.  It 
is suggested the provision be amended to 
refer to encroachments generally (as per 
Submission Attachment “A”). 

• Chapter 6, Figure 6 relating to Building 
Envelopes should be adapted to include a 
new building envelope image that retains 
images reflecting site topography and hill 
contours and an Advisory Note referring to 
Height of Buildings set by SLEP 2014 (as per 
Submission Attachment “A”).  This will ensure 
clearer direction in this regard and provide 

• This suggestion is a result 
of a change to the building 
envelope approach to 
avoid conflict between the 
height provisions in the 
LEP and the DCP.  A 
storey option was 
suggested whereby height, 
for the purpose of the 
envelope, is controlled by a 
two storey height limit with 
each storey being 
allocated a maximum 
height of 3 metres.  This 
approach is not considered 
to be the most appropriate 
way to address the loss of 
height within the building 
envelope.  See submission 
86 for preferred approach. 
Requested change not 
supported as a result. 

 

• No subsequent recommendation.  
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consistency with SLEP 2014 HOB. 

121 • Section 5 Controls - Last dot point (and 
throughout the document) - the link provided 
does not work-suggest that any reference to 
the ‘umwelt’ webpages of this section be 
removed and replaced with a link to council’s 
website where all the information is currently 
being transferred. 

• Section 5.1, page 7 - Areas of beach erosion 
and/or oceanic inundation: 
− 1-reference to ‘and/or oceanic inundation’ 

should be removed from the title and 
following paragraph as the controls do not 
deal with oceanic inundation 

− 2- remove any reference to ‘2009’ this 
reference is not necessary complicate an 
already confusing technical jargon  

− 3- need to revise the wording related to 
precinct 1-high risk as it is not in line with 
the following table which allows for some 
internal fit out and minor alterations to 
existing buildings or structures. 

• Section 5.1, page 8 - P1.1-remove reference 
to ‘or floodway’ at the end of the sentence as 
it is not relevant. 

• Requested changes are 
supported. 

• Update the link to SMEC 2009 
Coastal Hazard Maps throughout 
Chapter G6.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
• Remove references to ‘and/or 

oceanic inundation’ and ‘2009’ in the 
‘Areas of beach erosion and/or 
oceanic inundation’ in Section 5.  
 
 
 

• Amend dot point 1 (Section 5) to 
read: ‘Precinct 1 High Risk – 
Foreshore building exclusion areas 
(seaward of the 2025 ZRFC), where 
development is not permitted, except 
for minor alterations to existing 
buildings or structures’.  

• Remove reference to ‘floodway’ in 
Performance Criteria P1.1 on page 8.  

121 • Supporting Document to Chapter G6 - Copy 
of the two reports from Douglas Partners 
should not be incorporated to the DCP, it 
makes the DCP too long and hard to read. It 

• The supporting documents 
are not included within the 
DCP and are attached as 
Supporting Documentation. 

• Remove the Supporting 
Documentation for Chapter G6 and 
provide a link to the relevant Council 
page where coastal management 
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also puts an emphasis on these reports when 
other reports are equally or more important 
and are not provided- they should be placed 
on the website along with the other coastal 
hazard studies and a link to these reports 
should be provided in the DCP. 

The request to provide 
links is reasonable and is 
supported. Section 6.1 
outlines the supported 
documentation and a link 
could be provided here, 
rather than attaching 
supporting documentation. 

studies are located. 

121 • Page 21 – Privacy section – why is this 
section placed in this chapter? It is not only 
related to areas of coastal management, but 
should apply to all development? 
 

• The Privacy section has 
been transferred from DCP 
62 – Residential 
Development in Foreshore 
Areas and therefore this 
section only applies to 
foreshore lots. Other 
general privacy provisions 
are included in other 
residential accommodation 
Chapters.  

• No subsequent recommendation 

139 • P.12  typographical error- ‘If the site is located 
in an area or potential coastal instability’ (or 
should be of); 

 

• Requested change is 
supported. 

• Amend the first sentence in the 
heading ‘Other areas of potential 
coastal instability’ to read: ‘If the site 
is located in an area of potential 
coastal instability…’. 

139 • p. 15, P.1.3 – ‘Dwellings are sited and 
designed to maximise solar access to living 
areas.’ – supports Performance Criteria P1.3. 

• Positive feedback noted.  • No subsequent recommendation. 

152 • The context and controls are clearly stated. 
Reference to coastal hazard maps provides 
useful guidance, especially 5.2. Coastal 
building set-backs appear clear. 

• Positive feedback noted.  • No subsequent recommendation. 

152 • The very extensive example of the Douglas • The Douglas Partners • No subsequent recommendation. 
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Partners Report and related documents: 
“Report on scoping study and stability 
assessment” appears to be inappropriate. 
The content and standard of report required 
can be specified, including the relevance of 
the consultant or practitioner qualifications 
and experience.  

Report was inadvertently 
uploaded as a supporting 
document to draft DCP 
Chapter G6. Once this 
error was realised, the 
supporting information was 
replaced online with the 
correct Douglas Partners 
Report: ‘Supplementary 
Geotechnical Observations 
Coastal Slope Instability 
Hazard Study Various 
Sites Shoalhaven City 
Council LGA 72051-01 
dated July 2011’.  

 
Table G6.2 – Chapter G6: Areas of Coastal Management - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 

 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

30 • The proposed adoption of chapter G6 Areas 
of Coastal Management which includes 
controls based on SMEC’s disputed 50 year 
50% line and draft DCP No.118 inclusion is 
objected to.  The changes go beyond a mere 
administrative changeover, there were many 
inconsistencies between specialist reports 
and Douglas Partners considered the SMEC 
regression lines to not be a sound basis for 
hazard planning. 

• Only the precinct explanation 
statements from pages 2 and 3 of 
draft DCP No.118 have been 
included in this Chapter to 
provide more detail on what the 
precincts are (to build on 
POL10/112).  There is merit in 
undertaking a comprehensive 
review of this Chapter following 
the completion. 

• Consider the issues raised in 
this submission as part of a 
future review of Chapter G6 – 
Areas of Coastal Management 
and associated consultation 
process. 

79 • Consider adding the following two dot points 
to page 13, Section 5.2: 

• Section 5.2 does not contain 
provisions relating to the 

• Consider the suggestions 
raised in this submission as 
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xv) Protect beaches and water front open 

spaces from overshadowing from the 
proposed development. 

xvi) Set appropriate public setback lines 
between the foreshore and the new 
development taking into consideration 
specific details of public access 
requirements, local topography, scenic 
factors and coastal hazards including Sea 
Level Rise considerations, building design 
criteria and pollution and siltation 
management measures. 

overshadowing of beaches/water 
front open spaces, or setbacks to 
the foreshore.  The concept has 
merit and should be separately 
investigated. A set of associated 
performance criteria and 
acceptable solutions would need 
to be prepared.  

part of a future review of 
Chapter G6 

133 • Notes concerns raised through the DCP 
No.118 preparation process previously have 
not been addressed. These being: 

1. Estimation of development lines for beach 
development at various sites throughout 
Shoalhaven were based on Bruun Rule which 
is now being abandoned by scientists due to 
more recent research. Believes this could be 
challenged in court.   

2. Council never properly addressed cliff 
recession lines by SMEC overestimated 
erosional rates but did not re-address most 
rock platforms around Shoalhaven cliffs are 
above sea level and therefore much of the 
data does not apply.   

3. Further concern that DCP 2014 is ignoring 
instruction from NSW Chief Scientists to use 
regional data in the development of coastal 
policy.  Uses examples to explain to 
demonstrate this concern.   

• The draft DCP Chapter does not 
carry across the provisions of 
draft DCP No.118 except for a 
brief summary of the precincts. 
The provisions in draft Chapter 
G6 reflect Council’s current 
position. This position will be 
revisited following the release of 
revised sea level rise 
benchmarks.  

• Consider the issues raised 
regarding draft DCP 118 as part 
of a future review of Chapter 
G6 – Areas of Coastal 
Management and associated 
consultation process. 

 
Special Development Committee-8 October 2014 

Page 44 



 
3. Request that Council defer approval of the 

DCP NO.118 material and any other sea level 
polices arising from the South Coast Regional 
Sea Level Rise Policy and Planning 
Framework document in DCP 2014 be 
deferred and therefore not included in the 
DCP. 

139 • Concerned that major changes have occurred 
to this chapter beyond a mere administrative 
transfer and concerned that the changes lack 
transparency, comments include: 
− Examination of Areas of Coastal 

Management POL 10/12 states under 
Purpose (p1) “This interim policy aims to 
guide development in areas of coastal 
instability in the interim period until such 
time that draft DCP 118 – Areas of 
Coastal Management is adopted by 
Council.” Further, under Review (p5). 
“This Interim Policy will be reviewed as 
part of the further consideration of draft 
DCP 118” which is contradictory to the 
above statement that DCP 118 will be 
rescinded.  

− High level of community concerns raised 
during draft DCP 118 and adoption of this 
DCP was delayed pending peer review of 
science on which it was based.  

− Concerned that the list of changes for this 
Chapter is confusing. 

− Without placing this contentious issue 
back on separate public exhibition.  

• The draft DCP Chapter does not 
contain the provisions of draft 
DCP NO.118 except for a brief 
summary of the precincts. The 
provisions in draft Chapter G6 
reflect Council’s current position. 
This position will be revisited 
following the release of revised 
sea level rise benchmarks.  

• Refer comment to Submission 
No. 152 above in the minor 
issues. 
 

• Consider the issues raised as 
part of a future review of 
Chapter G6 – Areas of Coastal 
Management and associated 
consultation processors. 
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− Concerned that Douglas Partners Report 

on Peer Review Coastal Slip Hazard 
Study Various Sites – Shoalhaven City 
Council LGA July 2011 provided as a 
supporting document to the Chapter has 
contrary findings to the SMEC report i.e. 
(pg 16) of the report “On the basis of the 
above conclusions, it is considered that 
the SMEC 50 year (50%) regression line 
is inaccurate over most of the length of 
the marine slopes and marine cliffs within 
the sited included in this review.  As such 
it is considered not to be a sound basis 
for hazard planning incorporated within 
DCP 118/draft LEP”. 

− Objects to the adoption of Chapter G6 
which includes controls based on 
SMEC’s disputed 50 year 50% line.  

− Concedes that this is a major issues that 
required further investigation/and or 
community consultation following the 
adoption of the draft DCP.  

− Questions why the SMEC 2009 Coastal 
Hazard maps have only been provided as  
a link and not included in the document.  

− Useful suggestions in SMEC report which 
should be incorporated in the Coastal 
Management Policy regarding 
development on cliffs and coastal slopes.  

 • Section 5.3 Risks of building on sand dunes – 
aware that more work is going to be done by 
consultants to determine the exact location of 

• Suggested changes have some 
merit, but would need closer 
consideration. 

• Consider risks of building on 
sand dunes as part of a future 
review process of Chapter G6 
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these lines of risk. It is obvious that due to the 
constant movement of sand on beaches 
(currently witnessing in Mollymook) – 
concerned that the ‘line’ approach is not 
possible. Suggests that the approach to 
determination of these precincts needs to be 
more flexible a suggested amendment to the 
following text ““ If individual site investigations 
reveal that subsurface conditions are other 
than sand, the coastal instability lines can be 
reviewed with geotechnical and coastal 
engineering advice” is that all proposed 
construction within a  designated distance of 
high tide mark on a beach (say 200 metres) 
must provide geotechnical reports of 
subsurface conditions in order to determine 
the risk category (precinct 1 2 or 3) before 
any DA is even considered. 

– Areas of Coastal 
Management. 

 • Page 12 – Section ‘Other areas of potential 
coastal instability’ – suggests that needs to be 
an explanation as to how these ‘other’ areas 
are identified.  

• Suggested changes have some 
merit, but would need closer 
consideration. 

• Identify ‘other areas of 
potential coastal instability’ in 
a future review of Chapter G6 – 
Areas of Coastal Management 
and through a separate 
consultation process.  

 • Liability concerns - Performance Criteria 1.2 
and 1.3 focus on the safety of on-site 
residents and the adjacent properties.  

• Council staff and councillors must fully 
understand their legal liability in relation to the 
risks to existing and new developments in 
identified hazard zones along the Shoalhaven 
Coastline and the potential exposure of 

• Some of the suggestions have 
some merit, but need closer 
consideration.  Some of the 
issues raised go beyond the DCP 
and will need to be considered as 
part of broader ongoing 
processors. 

• Consider the expansion of 
foreshore development 
controls to non-residential 
development in a future review 
of Chapter G6 – Areas of 
Coastal Management and 
through a separate 
consultation process. 
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Council to compensation payments when 
approved buildings are damaged, destroyed, 
or cause damage to occur to neighbouring 
properties or people.  

• To reduce the risks of expensive legal 
actions, recommends that Council decline all 
new development applications in identified 
hazard zones pending an immediate and 
independent assessment of their legal 
liability, insurance cover and potential 
exposure to compensation costs. 

• Alternatively a new clause should be 
thoroughly researched and added to the 
Acceptable Solutions as a condition of DA 
approval along the lines that any construction 
and /or building work is done at the owners 
risk, they must have a comprehensive 
insurance policy which indemnifies*  Council 
and they are to be fully responsible for any 
damage that may occur to their own or 
neighbouring properties or persons. (Similar 
to a third party vehicle policy. 

• In addition, prevention is better than cure, so 
there should also be a strictly enforced 
program of dune management and remedial 
works undertaken by owners provided as part 
of the DA approval process. 

• *Legal Definition of indemnity: The right to 
indemnity and the duty to indemnify ordinarily 
stem from a contractual agreement, which 
generally protects against liability, loss, or 
damage. 
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 • Section 5.2 Residential Development in 

Foreshore Areas. Recommends that the 
application of DCP 62 be extended to non-
residential development, particularly 
commercial buildings which are generally 
much larger, more expensive buildings with 
heavier construction and potentially cause 
more environmental problems, be 
aesthetically unattractive and negatively 
affect the amenity of the area. 

• As building heights are now 
provided in SLEP 2014, it is 
important that the DCP is 
consistent with LEP terms and 
definitions. The term ‘existing 
ground level’ is compatible with 
the LEP Standard Instrument 
definitions and has a very similar 
meaning. 

• No subsequent 
recommendation 

 • Section 5.2, page 17, Building Envelope A1.1. 
Changing the measurement from natural 
ground level to existing ground level is not 
supported. Concerned that an  unscrupulous 
developer could take advantage of this clause 
and unnaturally raise the height of the ground 
level before lodging a development 
application and gain additional height on the 
building to which he would otherwise be 
untitled 

• The term ground level (existing) is 
a LEP term and cannot be 
amended.  The LEP term should 
be used to avoid confusion and 
ensure consistency.   

• No subsequent 
recommendation.  

152 • Would view corridors between buildings merit 
more explanation? 

• Suggested change has merit and 
should be considered as part of a 
future review to this DCP 
Chapter.  

• Consider views between 
buildings as part of a future 
review of Chapter G6 – Areas 
of Coastal Management. 
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CHAPTER G7: WASTE MINIMISATION & MANAGEMENT CONTROLS 
 
Chapter G7: Waste Minimisation and Management Controls is a generic chapter that relates to the management of waste for all development 
in Shoalhaven. 
 
No submissions were received in relation to this Chapter.  
 
Recommendation G7 - Adopt Chapter G7 as exhibited with minor amendments to rectify identified typographical errors and 
formatting.  
 

 
CHAPTER G8: ONSITE SEWAGE MANAGEMENT 
 
Chapter G8: Onsite Sewage Management is a generic chapter that relates to the management of onsite sewage for all development in 
Shoalhaven that is not connected to the sewerage system. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 4 

 
Recommendation G8 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G8.1. 
 
 
Key Issues  
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Table G8.1 – Chapter G8: Onsite Sewerage Management - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

106 • Request references be updated to 
subsection references in Section 6.1, page 
14. 

• Requested is supported. • Update subsection references in Section 
6.1, page 14. 

122 • Change purpose to be consistent with the 
definition of ‘operate a system of sewage 
management’ in the LG Act. 

 
 
• Remove the 1st sentence in the note under 

Section 1 Purpose.  
• Section 5.1 – Amend the first sentence to 

read: ‘The following controls apply to all 
applications to install or construct whole or 
part of a sewage management system, 
including’: 

• Section 5.1 A1.1 Page 6 – It should be 
made clear in A1 that different buffers apply 
to land in Sydney’s Drinking Water 
Catchment, as shown in DCP 78. Add Note 
to A1: ‘Note: A special policy applies to land 
within Sydney’s Drinking Water Catchments 
in relation to buffers – see Table 1 and 
section 5.’ 

• P2, Section 5.1, page 6 - suggest 
grammatical change for easy reading: The 
system is designed and located to protect 
the quality of groundwater. Adequate 

• Requested changes are 
supported. 

• Amend the wording of Section 1 to read: 
‘The purpose of this Chapter is to set out 
the environmental and public health 
requirements for the on-site storage, 
processing, re-use or discharge of 
sewage or by-products of sewage. 

• Delete the 1st sentence in the note under 
Section 1. 

• Replace the first sentence in Section 5.1 
with the following text: ‘The following 
controls apply to all applications to 
install or construct whole or part of a 
sewage management system, including:’ 

• Add a note below Acceptable Solutions 
A1.1 and A1.2 in  Section 5.1 ( Page 6) as 
follows: “Advisory Note: A special policy 
applies to land within Sydney’s Drinking 
Water Catchments in relation to buffers – 
see Table 1 and section 5.3”. 

• Amend P2 (Section 5.1, page 6) to read: 
“The system is designed and located to 
protect the quality of groundwater. 
Adequate separation is to be provided 
between effluent application areas and 
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separation is to be provided between 
effluent application areas and ground water. 

• Combine A3.2 and A3.3 (Section 5.1, page 
7) as these are referring to the same set 
back distance acceptable solution.  

• A3. 2 - In the case of allotments being 
generated through subdivision, an additional 
horizontal setback distance applies where a 
plan has been submitted showing the 
proposed location of on-site systems. A 
minimum buffer distance between potential 
effluent application areas and proposed 
diversion drains on separate allotments is to 
be 40 metres. 

• A5.9, Section 5.1, page 8 – suggest 
grammatical change for easy reading: The 
proposed and future developments of the 
allotments can be accommodated. For 
example, a proposal may include a dwelling, 
outbuildings, driveways, sealed areas and 
primary recreation area in addition to the 
on-site sewage management area.  More 
than one type of effluent application system 
can be achieved for each allotment. 

• Page 10 – Add the reference to growing 
vegetables that was in DCP 78 as A9.2(b) 
and has been omitted. A10.2 The 
application area is not used to grow 
vegetables for human consumption. Use of 
effluent for fruit trees complies with the 
recommendations of AS/NZS 1547. 

• Page 10 – add the reference to the section 

ground water”. 
 

• Combine Acceptable Solution A3.2 & 
A3.3 (Section 5.1, page 7) to read: “A3.2: 
In the case of allotments being 
generated through subdivision, an 
additional horizontal setback distance 
applies where a plan has been submitted 
showing the proposed location of on-site 
systems. A minimum buffer distance 
between potential effluent application 
areas and proposed diversion drains on 
separate allotments is to be 40 metres”. 

• Amend A5.9 (Section 5.1, page 8) to 
read: “The proposed and future 
developments of the allotments can be 
accommodated. For example, a proposal 
may include a dwelling, outbuildings, 
driveways, sealed areas and primary 
recreation area in addition to the on-site 
sewage management area.  More than 
one type of effluent application system 
can be achieved for each allotment”. 

• Insert new Acceptable Solution A10.2 in 
Section 5.1 (page 10) as follows: “A10.2 
The application area is not used to grow 
vegetables for human consumption. Use 
of effluent for fruit trees complies with 
the recommendations of AS/NZS 1547”. 
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where the submission requirements are 
located. This was in DCP 78 and has been 
omitted. Note:  For application submission 
requirements for proposals involving less 
than 12 persons capacity or subdivisions 
involving the creation of 4 lots or less, refer 
to section XXXXX. For application 
submission requirements for proposals 
involving more than 12 persons capacity or 
subdivisions involving the creation of more 
than 4 allotments or developments in 
environmentally sensitive locations, refer to 
section XXXXXX. 

• Include reference to Section 6.1 at the 
end of each sentence in the Note located 
on Page 10.  

 

122 • The definition of ‘sewage system’ makes it 
unclear that approval is required for the 
drains to the storage/treatment device and 
the drains representing the method of 
disposal. The definition of ‘sewage system’ 
should be removed and replaced with 
‘sewage management system’ and the 
definition that was already present in DCP 
78 for a sewage management facility, as 
defined by the LG Act. 

• SLEP 2014 Standard 
Instrument definitions 
were used throughout 
draft Shoalhaven DCP 
for consistency with the 
LEP. ‘Sewage system’ is 
defined in Shoalhaven 
LEP 2014 and was used 
for that reason. The 
request has merit and 
the DCP dictionary 
should be used instead.  

• Replace all references to ‘sewage 
system’ in Chapter G8 with ‘sewage 
management system’ and highlight blue 
to indicate that the term is a specific 
DCP dictionary definition. 

122 • Add to definitions:  
sewage management system –  
a) a human waste storage facility; or  
b) a waste treatment device intended to 

process sewage, and includes a drain 
connected to such a facility or device. 

• The DCP 78 definition of 
‘Sewage management 
facility’ was transferred 
to the draft DCP 
dictionary prior to 
exhibition.   

• The wording for the definition of 
“Sewage Management System” be 
reviewed and made consistent 
throughout relevant DCP Chapters and 
Dictionary.   

122 • Section 5.1, Table 1 - Pages 10-12 – Add • References to • Replace numerical buffer distances on 
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the special buffer distances for Sydney’s 
Drinking Water Catchment area to Table 1 
so that all the buffer distances are in one 
location. These buffer distances were in 
Part 2.5 of DCP 78 which was removed and 
should be re-included. The numbering for 
the Notes and the Notes subsequently also 
need to be amended. Under the System 
column include the text ‘all land application 
systems located on land within Sydney’s 
Drinking Water Catchment’ and for 
minimum buffer distances include the 
following points: 
− 150 metres to a named river (the two 

named rivers within the Shoalhaven are 
the Shoalhaven River and Kangaroo 
River) 

− 100 metres to a watercourse3 
− 40 metres to a drainage depression3 or 

farm dam 
• Include new footnotes in the Notes – Table 

1:  
− 1 The buffer distance is measured as a 

ground surface flow line and is not 
based on the closest measured 
distance. 

− 3 The Neutral or Beneficial Effect on Water 
Quality Assessment Guidelines 
provides the following definitions: 
Drainage depression – A low point that 
carries water during rainfall events, but 

provisions in 
Environmental Planning 
Instruments such as 
State Environmental 
Planning Policies or 
Local Environmental 
Plans were omitted from 
the draft DCP 2014 to 
ensure that the 
provisions were not out 
of date and to reduce 
unnecessary DCP 
amendments. The 
NORBE tool to assess 
development 
applications in relation 
to Minimum Buffer 
distances has recently 
been updated and will 
be made available on 
7th October, 2014. It is 
suggested that in 
Chapter G8 Table 1 – 
Required minimum 
buffer distances for on-
site systems (Page 10) 
that the numerical 
reference to distances 
be replaced with a 
reference to the Current 
Recommended 
Practices for the SDWC 
Area via the SCA 

page 10 with a reference to the Current 
Recommended Practices for the SDWC 
Area via the SCA website. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Renumber the Notes in Table 1 (page 10) 

and include new footnote:  
1. The buffer distance is measured as a 
ground surface flow line and is not 
based on the closest measured distance. 
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dries out quickly once rainfall has 
ceased. A gully or incised drainage 
depression is considered to constitute a 
watercourse. Watercourse – means any 
river, creek, stream or chain of ponds, 
whether artificially modified or not, in 
which water usually flows, either 
continuously or intermittently, in a 
defined bed or channel, but does not 
include a waterbody (artificial). 

website. 
 

• Requested change to 
Note 1 for Table 1 is 
supported. Note 3 is no 
longer required as the 
primary text has been 
changed. 
Recommended that 
Table 1 Notes beis 
amended to include the 
following: Renumber the 
Notes – Table 1 and 
include 1 new footnotes:  
1 The buffer distance is 
measured as a ground 
surface flow line and is 
not based on the closest 
measured distance. 

 
122 • Page 12 – Insert the required information 

relating to Sydney’s Drinking Water 
Catchment. This information was in DCP 
78. It is important information regarding the 
planning approval process for on-site 
sewage systems 

• This detail was included 
in DCP 78 but was 
removed in the drafting 
of Chapter G8 based on 
the principle that SEPPs 
etc were referred to but 
content was not 
included in the draft 
DCP Chapters. The 
request is supported 

• Insert new Section after the Table on 
page 12 to outline special requirements 
for Sydney’s Drinking Water Catchment 
based on Section 2.5 (page 12) of DCP 
78. 

122 • Section 5.2 Dual Occupancy (page 12) - for 
ease of reading, the performance criteria 

• Requested changes are 
supported. 

• Change the numbering for Performance 
Criteria P1 and Acceptable Solution A1.1 
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and acceptable solutions should be in one 
location in the chapter. 

• Page 13 – As per DCP 78, it is important to 
highlight that there are specific controls 
relating to specific parcels of land. This is 
most commonly in the form of an Area 
Specific Chapter of this DCP or as a s88b 
instrument. This information was moved 
from DCP 78 and placed in the table for 
other legislation or policies that must be 
checked. A brief summary should be 
included in this table, but more detail should 
be provided in the document to emphasise 
its importance 

in Section 5.2 Dual Occupancy (page 12) 
to P13 and A13 and move to below 
P12/A12.1 on page 10.  

• Insert a new section titled ‘Other effluent 
disposal codes and requirements’ and 
include the following content: ‘From time 
to time site-specific studies are 
conducted to determine capability to 
accept development. These studies 
examine all aspects of a site and its 
receiving environment and establish 
site-specific effluent disposal criteria. 
These criteria may be outlined in further 
detail in Area Specific Chapters of this 
DCP (for example, Chapter N11 Nowra 
Hill - Cabbage Tree Lane and Chapter 
N20 Jerberra Estate), or as conditions of 
development consent or listed as 
“restrictions-as-to-user” pursuant to 
Section 88B of the Conveyancing Act, 
1919. These sources should be checked 
to determine if specific effluent disposal 
criteria apply to a parcel of land.’ 

122 • Change the title of Section 6 – Advisory 
Information to ‘Additional Information’, 
 

• Request not supported. 
All draft DCP Chapter 
headings are the same 
for consistency 
throughout the DCP.  

• No subsequent recommendation. 

 • Request that a new Section heading is 
added to replace the heading ‘general’ to 
‘Applications – roles and responsibilities’.   

Section 6.1 – Additional Information to 

• Requested changes are 
supported. 

• Change the heading ‘General’ to ‘6.1 
Applications – roles and 
responsibilities’.  

• Insert a new heading ‘6.2 Additional 
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be submitted with Application move this 
heading below the Table detailing 
roles/responsibilities.  Update 
references to sections on page 14.  

• Requests that Section Headers are 
numbered.  

• Page 15, b) water balance calculation. Add 
further detail to be clarify that the water 
balance is to be calculated using rainfall and 
evaporation data. 

− Risk of run-off/percolation outside the site. 
− Relevant calculations must be included 

within the report and conform to the 
requirements of “Environmental & Health 
Protection Guidelines” (1998). 
 

information to be submitted with 
applications’ after the table and before 
the text ‘where development consent is 
required….’ (page 13).  

• Amend the reference to sections on page 
14 to read: ‘Upon request by Council, the 
information listed in Section [insert] is 
required for any application to install, 
construct or alter a sewage management 
facility’. 

• Number all headings throughout Chapter 
G8 for easy reference.  

• Amend b) water balance calculation on 
page 15 to include the following points: 
− ‘Risk of run-off/percolation outside 

the site. 
− Relevant calculations must be 

included within the report and 
conform to the requirements of 
“Environmental & Health Protection 
Guidelines” (1998). 

122 • Pages 15 to 16 – The Notes for parts d), f), 
i) and j) should be included in the definitions 
(as per DCP 78) and not as notes which 
confuse this section and make it even more 
crowded. Also check that all definitions and 
acronyms and abbreviations from DCP 78 
have gone into the definitions for the 
Shoalhaven DCP. 

• Pages 16 to 17  notes for parts g), h), i) and 
q) should be included in the definitions (as 

• DCP 78 definitions have 
been transferred directly 
to the DCP dictionary. 
Requested changes are 
supported given that 
most users of this 
section will be 
consultants.  
 

• Delete Notes in parts d), f), j) and i) on 
pages 15 to 16 and highlight as DCP 
Dictionary definitions  

 
 
• Delete Notes in parts g), h), i) and q) on 

pages 17 to 19 and highlight as DCP 
Dictionary definitions.  
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per DCP 78) and not as notes which 
confuses this section and makes it even 
more crowded (as per the previous section). 

122 • Pages 15 to 16 – parts i), j) and v) need to 
refer to further information in the Chapter 
relating to larger developments, as per DCP 
78. 
− Cation exchange capacity/phosphorous 

sorption capacity (mg/kg) and an 
assessment made as to the suitability of 
the soil for removing pollutants like 
phosphorous. Refer to section xxx for 
further detail. 

− Sodicity assessment to determine the 
suitability of the soils to accept effluent 
in the long term. Test holes are to be 
used to specify ground water depth. The 
estimated depth of water table in the 
vicinity may only be utilised to confirm 
depth within high permeable soils. Refer 
to section xxx for further detail. 

− A thorough assessment of the potential 
impact of nutrients and a site nutrient 
balance from the proposed 
development must therefore be 
undertaken.  A soil chemical analysis is 
required to analyse the ability for 
phosphorus and nitrogen to be removed 
from the soil. Refer to section XXX for 
further detail. 

• Pages 15 to 16 – parts 
i), j) and v) need to refer 
to further information in 
the Chapter relating to 
larger developments, as 
per DCP 78. 

• Insert the following text after parts i), j) 
and v) on Pages 15 to 16: “Refer to 
Section [insert] for further detail”.  
 

122 • Correct Section references on page 16. • Requested changes • Correct Section references throughout 
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• Correct section references Page 21 . 
• Remove first dot point in the row titled 

‘Council Policies & Guidelines’ and insert 
the following text:  ‘Area Specific Chapters 
of this DCP (for example, Chapter N11 
Nowra Hill - Cabbage Tree Lane and 
Chapter N20 Jerberra Estate), or as 
conditions of development consent or listed 
as “restrictions-as-to-user” pursuant to 
Section 88B of the Conveyancing Act, 
1919.’ 
 

supported. Chapter G8. 
• Amend reference in Part y) from Part 2 to 

Section 5 (page 21). 
• Insert the following text in part z): 

“Should the site display extraordinary 
topographic, geological or other 
characteristics, or drain to a sensitive 
receiving environment (eg. wetland) 
Council may seek further information. 
Specific details regarding the State 
Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney 
Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 
requirements must also be detailed in 
accordance with section 5.2.  
After all of the abovementioned issues 
have been taken into consideration, you 
may propose to include measures aimed 
at improving the quality of the site for 
the application of effluent. This may 
include importing suitable soil or other 
material for the effluent application area 
due to the poor “in-situ” soils or the 
sensitivity of the receiving environment.  
The effectiveness of such measures is 
difficult to quantify. In these situations, a 
much reduced scale of development or 
alternatively the “do nothing” option 
may be the best option for the receiving 
environment. Where site works such as 
those noted above are proposed, so as 
to make the proposal acceptable, such 
works should be installed at subdivision 
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stage.  
This will allow quality control to be 
maximised (being an important issue for 
successful operation).” 

• Replace the first dot point in ’Council’s 
Policies & Guidelines’ with the following 
text ‘Area Specific Chapters of this DCP 
(for example, Chapter N11 Nowra Hill - 
Cabbage Tree Lane and Chapter N20: 
Jerberra Estate). 

122 • Change the section ‘Other legislation or 
policies you may need to check’ to Section 
8.  
 

• Requested change 
supported; however this 
section should be 
included at the front of 
Section 6 Advisory 
Information similar to 
other draft DCP 
Chapters. 

• Move the Section ‘Other legislation or 
policies you may need to check’ to 
Section 6.1.  

122 • Change the section in the table on page 23 
to ‘Council Approvals, Policies & Guidelines’ 
and reword the text in the table for ‘Council 
Policies & Guidelines’.  
 

• Requested change is 
supported, however 
Council Approvals 
should be a new row in 
the table.  

• Insert a new row in the Table on page 23 
below ‘Council Policies and Guidelines’ 
which is titled ‘Council approvals and 
other sections of this DCP’ and includes 
the following points: “Conditions of 
development consent: listed as 
“restrictions-as-to-user” pursuant to 
Section 88B of the Conveyancing Act, 
1919”. 

122 • Section 6.3 - Replace the last dot point 
‘septic tanks – hints for their efficient 
operation’ with ‘Council brochures and 
pamphlets. 

• Requested change is 
supported. 

• Replace the last dot point ‘septic tanks – 
hints for their efficient operation’ 
(Section 6.3) with ‘Council brochures 
and pamphlets’.  
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131 • The Sydney Catchment Authority requests 

references to the Sydney Drinking Water 
Catchment (SDWC) SEPP in G8 Onsite 
Sewage Management be deleted as it does 
not properly or fully capture the SEPP 
requirements.  The SCA recommends that a 
new section be inserted into Chapter G8 
containing the SCA’s Model DCP clause 
(see Submission Attachment) “Development 
in the Sydney Drinking Water Catchment” 
and the SDWC map be included with the 
clause.   

• The request to include 
the Model DCP Clause 
is supported as it is 
designed for Council’s to 
use in this regard and 
will possibly further 
assist in assessing 
Onsite Sewage 
Management within 
SDWC Areas.  To 
ensure the Chapter has 
the most up to date 
information, it is 
suggested that a new 
item be inserted into 
Section 5 to address 
Sydney’s Drinking Water 
Catchment – Special 
Requirements that 
refers to the Model 
Clause provided by the 
SCA which will be 
inserted as Supporting 
information at the back 
of the Chapter.   Instead 
of inserting a copy of the 
SDWC Map, referring to 
the online map for 
Kangaroo Valley and 
Parts of Sassafras at 
SCA website would be 
more appropriate.   

• Insert a new part in Section 5 related of 
Sydney’s Drinking Water Catchment – 
Special Requirements and reference the 
Model Clause provided by the Sydney 
Catchment Authority.  Insert special 
requirements and SDWC map [insert 
link] in Section 6. 

131 • The SCA also suggest the SDWC Clause • Cross referencing to • No subsequent recommendation. 
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Table G8.1 – Chapter G8: Onsite Sewerage Management - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

182 • A differentiation should be made between the level of detail required 
to demonstrate compliance with Chapters 8 for various stages of 
development. For example when preparing a DA for Subdivision or 
to identify an ‘in-principle dwelling-envelope’ the applicant is 
required to demonstrate that compliance is practical and achievable. 
This could be demonstrated by a Geotechnical Report and a site 
plan demonstrating that recommended absorption areas could be 
accommodated and all necessary separation distances but without 
a need to provide detailed specifications and engineering details of 
the exact system to be used. This latter level of detail could be 
provided at subsequent DA or CC Stage. (This approach was 
agreed at a meeting with Mr. Robert Russell Development Manager 
on 15 May 2014 when DCP78 compliance issues were discussed). 

• Request is 
supported 

• Undertake further investigation 
into differentiating between 
different stages of a 
development from subdivision 
to construction.  

  

be cross referenced in other relevant 
Chapters being: G8 Onsite Sewage 
Management, G11 Subdivision, G12 Single 
Dwellings, G13 Dual Occupancy, G14 Other 
Residential Accommodation, G15 Tourist 
Development in Rural Areas, G17 Business 
and Commercial and Retail Activities. 

other Chapters within 
the DCP, is not 
considered necessary 
given that development 
applications will need to 
refer to Chapters G8 
Onsite Sewage 
Management and G2 
Sustainable Stormwater 
Management & Erosion 
Sediment Control in 
which the SDWC SEPP 
is addressed.   

 
Special Development Committee-8 October 2014 

Page 62 



 
CHAPTER G9: DEVELOPMENT ON FLOOD PRONE LAND 
 
Chapter G9: Development on Flood Prone Land provides information and development controls to assist in preparing and assessing 
development applications on flood prone land within Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 2 

 
Recommendation G9 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G9.1 and G9.2.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G9.1 – Chapter G9: Development on Flood Prone Land - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

123 • Page 3 – The notes provided are new 
information and are not included in current 
DCP No.106.  Whilst correct, the notes 
imply that all development has controls 
enforced for the PMF.  This is not true.  In 
fact the vast majority of development does 
NOT have controls outside the flood 
planning area (1% + freeboard) therefore 
this is not relevant and not necessary to 

• Notes provided on Page 3 are 
based on existing information 
in DCP No.106 and provides 
definitions as defined in the 
DCP dictionary. Requested 
changes have some merit, 
however the notes are only 
provided as advice to assist 
the users of the DCP.  

• Amend Note in Section 2 to retain 
first paragraph and highlight 
‘probable maximum flood (PMF) 
level’ in blue.  

• Remove 2nd, 3rd and 4th paragraph 
(Note, Section 2) and replace with 
the following text: “Flood prone 
land is described in detail in 
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confuse/scare those reading the 
document. Way too much detail to be clear 
and not alarmist. 

• Suggested rewording for Note in Part 1 
Application on page 3 to read: 

• ‘Flood prone land is described in detail in 
Section 6 under the heading Flood 
Planning Concepts.  Development controls 
apply for development in the flood planning 
area.  Additional controls apply to 
“Buildings and activities requiring special 
evacuation consideration” (as per 
Schedule 6) up to the probable maximum 
flood event.’ 

 Section 6 under the heading Flood 
Planning Concepts.  Development 
controls apply for development in 
the flood planning area.  Additional 
controls apply to ‘Buildings and 
activities requiring special 
evacuation consideration” (as per 
Schedule 6) up to the probable 
maximum flood event’.” 

• Retain last paragraph (Note, Section 
2), remove second sentence in this 
paragraph and highlight ‘flood 
affected’ as a DCP dictionary 
definition.  

123 • Numerous formatting comments and 
issues with consistency of definitions have 
been identified throughout the Chapter in 
the attached PDF document 

• Requested changes are 
supported.  

• Make required formatting changes 
and minor edits throughout Chapter 
G9 to ensure consistency. 

 
Table G9.2 – Chapter G9: Development on Flood Prone Land - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submissio
n number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

80 • Page 14 – Section 6: The document makes references 
to a range of site specific assessments required for 
areas of the LGA for which council has not yet adopted 
a flood plain risk management plan.  This conflicts with 
page 5 of the Floodplain Development Manual where 
“Case-by-case decision making cannot account for the 
cumulative impact on flood behaviour and risks, 
caused by individual development or works. This form 
of ad hoc assessment contravenes the principles in the 

• To ensure that the 
provisions in this 
Chapter do not 
contravene with 
the Floodplain 
Development 
Manual, there is 
merit in continuing 
to program 

• Continue to program to prepare a 
floodplain risk management plan for 
all areas where one has not yet been 
prepared.  
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manual”.  It is therefore unclear how site (or 
development) specific assessment and application of 
the merit approach discussed at pages 14-15 would be 
able to meet DCP requirements.  Council is strongly 
encouraged to complete its program of studies aimed 
at developing a floodplain risk management plan for all 
developed and developing areas of the LGA as soon 
as practicable.   

floodplain risk 
management 
plans for all areas 
where such a plan 
has not yet been 
prepared.   

123 • Climate Change section on Page 18 and 19 - should 
not be referencing any sea level rise benchmarks such 
as reference sea level rise by 2050 and 2100. In order 
for the DCP to remain valid in future and so that it does 
not require amendment when the sea level rise 
projections are revised I suggest that for new building 
applications the DCP require that ‘the impact of sea 
level rise for the estimated lifetime of the structure be 
assessed and included when determining the flood 
planning level’ and that for subdivision ‘the impact of 
sea level rise in the next 100 years be assessed and 
considered in the design’. 

• Requested change 
is supported and 
will need to be 
considered as part 
of a future DCP 
review and 
separate 
consultation 
process.  
 

• Review the Climate Change section 
on page 18 to ensure that 
references to sea level rise remains 
valid in the future. 

•  Consider adding the following 
wording (page 18) in a future review 
of Chapter G9 in the DCP: 

• for new building applications the 
DCP require that ‘the impact of sea 
level rise for the estimated lifetime 
of the structure be assessed and 
included when determining the 
flood planning level’ and; 

• for subdivision ‘the impact of sea 
level rise in the next 100 years be 
assessed and considered in the 
design’. 
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CHAPTER G10: CARAVAN PARKS ON FLOOD PRONE LAND 
 
Chapter G10: Caravan Parks in Flood Prone Areas provides information and development controls to assist in preparing and assessing 
development applications for manufactured home estates, caravan parks, camping grounds, moveable dwellings, rigid annexes and 
associated structures on flood prone land in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions  
Total 1 

 
Recommendation G10 - Adopt Chapter G10 as exhibited with minor amendments to rectify typographical errors and required formatting 
changes.   
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G10.1 – Chapter G10: Caravan parks on Flood Prone Land - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

153 • Section 5, page 5, Step 4. You do not need approval for 
the installation of tents, campervans, or caravans” but 
express reference or citing of the definitions (eligible for 
road registration ?) would be helpful, including the matter 
in relation to the loss of mobility of caravans. 

• The draft DCP Chapter G10 
follows the legislation closely 
and further detail could confuse 
this sentence. 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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CHAPTER G11: SUBDIVISION 
 
Chapter G11: Subdivision of Land is a generic chapter that relates to the subdivision of land in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 4 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 4 
Total 10 

 
Recommendation G11 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G11.1 and G11.2.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G11.1 – Chapter G11: Subdivision - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations   
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

15 • It is not clear whether Section 5.13 
controls (e.g. lot shape and minimum 
dimensions) relate to dual occupancy 
subdivisions. 

• Section 5.24, makes reference to 
section G12 where it should reference 
section G13. 
 

• Section 5.13 is mostly aimed at 
lots with one dwelling house, or 
vacant land.  The Section could 
apply to dual occupancy if the 
minimum lot size is met.  The 
main section for dual occupancy 
is Section 5.24 – it is anticipated 
that the provisions in G13 would 
shape the site dimensions and 

• Insert a text box note at the 
beginning of Section 5.13 clarify the 
intent of the Section. 
 

• Update reference to Chapter G12 in 
Section 5.24 with reference to 
Chapter G13.   
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shape of the lot.  A note would 
clarify the intent of the Chapter. 

15 • Section 5.24, refers to the old zonings 
and not the new. 

• The Essential Requirements E5 
(page 42, Section 5.24) should be 
deleted as it is now addressed in 
clause 4.1A of Shoalhaven LEP 
2014.  The zones should refect 
those in the Shoalhaven LEP 
2014. 

• Delete Essential Requirements i) and 
ii) on page 46 relating to dual 
occupancy subdivision from E5.     

• Amend Essential Requirements iii) 
relating to dual occupancy 
subdivision in E5 (page 46) to read: 
“Subdivision of dual occupancy 
development in Rural and 
Environment Protection Zones is not 
permitted”. 

18 • Page 46 references LEP 1985 zonings 
rather than the Shoalhaven LEP 2014 
zonings. 

21 • Section 5.6 (Public Open Space), 
Undeveloped Crown land adjoining or 
in the vicinity of proposed subdivision 
is not to be relied upon as open space 
to service that subdivision (unless 
gazetted as a reserve). 

• Include performance criterion for 
residential and rural subdivision that 
each resultant lot has coincidental legal 
and practical access, such as is listed 
at 5.17. Crown roads proposed to be 
used to service the development, 
whether constructed or not constructed 
are required to be dedicated and this 
will allow for the collection of funds by 
Council for their ongoing maintenance. 

• Comments are valid and the 
requested changes are 
supported. 
 

• Include a note text box at the 
beginning of Section 5.6 (page 16): 
"Unless gazetted as a reserve for 
public recreation, undeveloped 
Crown land adjoining or in the 
vicinity of a proposed subdivision is 
not to be relied upon as open space 
to service that subdivision". 

• Include performance criteria and 
acceptable solution in sections 5.13 
and 5.24 relating to rural and 
residential subdivision as follows: 
PC- Provide coincidental legal and 
practical access. 
AS- Each lot is to have coincidental 
legal and practical access in a rural 
and/or residential subdivision. 

45 • A4.1, page 27 - There should be a 
requirement that all future 

• Include advisory text box to cover 
this issue.  

• Include an advisory text box below 
A4.1 on page 27 as follows: 'You may 
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developments for a subdivision in 
areas such as Jervis Bay, St Georges 
Basin and Lake Wollumboola should 
be required to result in a neutral or 
beneficial effect (NorBE) for the water 
quality of the body into which the 
stormwater flows. 

be required to demonstrate a neutral 
or beneficial effect (NorBE) on water 
quality resulting from your 
development'. 

83 • Section 1 - The purpose refers only to 
the subdivision of land.  Need to add 
“and strata subdivision. 

• Section 3 - Note giving the definition of 
allotment implies that each lot has a 
dwelling entitlement.   

• The term dwelling must be reviewed 
throughout the chapter.  In most cases 
the intention of the term is all 
residential accommodation.   

• Insert a new table in Section 5.2 (below 
performance criteria table) titled 
‘Classification of Streets’. 

• Insert Table 2 Location of Intersections 
before the ‘Functions and Structure’ 
heading in 5.3.  Table 2 includes 
location of intersections figure 
‘Pg12_LocationOfIntersections’.   

• Change table reference numbers 
throughout to accommodate new 
tables. 

• 5.3 P8.  Typo in Pedestrian and Cycle 
Facilities, delete the word ‘of’.  

• 5.3 P12. A2 requires cross reference to 

• All comments are valid and the 
requested changes are 
supported. 

• The submission suggests an 
appendix to provide additional 
information on engineering design 
specifications. It is considered 
that moving the content into parts 
of Section 6 may be more 
appropriate than an appendix as 
it is in keeping with the layout of 
all other chapters.   

• Add “and strata subdivision” to the 
end of the first sentence, Section 1. 

• Include additional sentence in 
Advisory Note in Section 3 as 
follows: ‘Note that not all lots will 
have a dwelling entitlement’. 

• Review entire chapter to identify and 
confirm the use of the term dwelling 
means dwelling or all residential 
accommodation. Amend where 
required.  

• Insert new table in Section 5.2 (below 
performance criteria table) titled 
‘Classification of Streets’.  Refer to in 
text.  

• Insert Table 2 ‘Location of 
Intersections’ and the 
‘Pg12_LocationOfIntersections’ 
figure before the ‘Functions and 
Structure’ heading in 5.3.     

• Change table reference numbers 
throughout to accommodate new 
tables. 

• Delete the word ‘of’ in P8 Section 5.3. 
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Section 5.6 Public Open Space and 
5.10 Stormwater Drainage. 

• 5.6 insert figure ‘Pg91_OpenSpace 
Links.jpg’ and 
‘Pg16_CarriageWidth.jpg’ at end of 
section. 

• 5.7 insert iii before 3rd objective. 
• Term carriageway to be reviewed 

throughout the chapter.  
• 5.7 insert Table 3 Residential Street 

and Roads or replace with generic 
reference, e.g Austroads, or  place 
Table into Appendix. 

• Insert Appendix for additional 
information on engineering design 
specifications.  

• 5.7. Designing for Safety P4 Insert 
“A4.6 To be consistent with Table 4 in 
Appendix A ”. 

• 5.7 insert 
‘Pg25_StreetDesignAndVisibility.jpg’ 
prior to Driveway Access. 

• 5.7 insert figure 
‘Pg27_AccessOntoLimitedAccessRoad
s.jpg’ after P11 before 5.8. 

• 5.8 insert ‘Pg33_StreetAnd 
CommonDrivewayConstruction.jpg’ 
after P4. 

• 5.9 insert “P2 Services are to be 
available and accessible” and “A2  

 
• Insert cross reference in Section 5.3 

P12 to Section 5.6 Public Open 
Space and 5.10 Stormwater Drainage. 

• Insert figure ‘Pg91_OpenSpace 
Links.jpg’ and 
‘Pg16_CarriageWidth.jpg’ at the end 
of section 5.6. 

• 5.7 insert iii before 3rd objective. 
• The term carriageway should be 

reviewed throughout the chapter to 
ensure the term reflects intent.  

• Amend A1 to include a generic 
reference to Austroads as follows: 
‘The minimum specifications for 
each street type comply with 
Austroads’. 

• Include the content of suggested 
Appendix A in Section 6. 

• Section 5.7. – Insert the following: 
“A4.6 - To be consistent with Table 
[insert] in Section 6”. 

• 5.7 insert 
‘Pg25_StreetDesignAndVisibility.jpg’ 
prior to Driveway Access. 

• 5.7 insert figure 
‘Pg27_AccessOntoLimitedAccessRo
ads.jpg’ after P11 before 5.8. 

• 5.8 insert ‘Pg33_StreetAnd 
CommonDrivewayConstruction.jpg’ 

 
Special Development Committee-8 October 2014 

Page 70 



 
Where required the subdivider is to 
provide, at no cost to Council: 
− Suitable easements for water and 

sewer rising main; 
− An agreed area of land for pumping 

stations; 
− Easements or land for access to 

pumping stations; 
− Easements for power to pumping 

stations. 
• 5.13 A4.1 – change ‘Right of Way’ to 

‘Access’ in both text and table.  1st line 
of table, the number of lots should be 
changed from 1 to 2, to 1 to 4.  Delete 
2nd line (now incorporated into line 1), 
3rd line unchanged. 

• 5.13 A6.1 – ‘adjoining properties’ to be 
changed to ‘adjoining property 
boundaries’. 

• 5.15 - change the heading to ‘Strata 
and Community Title Subdivision’. 

• 5.16 - insert figure ‘Rural Landscapes’ 
(SubdivisionCurrentDraft220811.dwg). 

• 5.17 move objective ii from under table 
to below i. 

• 5.17 insert figure ‘Access to Rural 
Allotments’ 
(SubdivisionCurrentDraft220811.dwg). 

• 5.7 - Delete reference to Table Rural 

after P4. 
• 5.9 insert new “P2 - Services are to 

be available and accessible” and “A2 
- Where required the subdivider is to 
provide, at no cost to Council: 
− Suitable easements for water and 

sewer rising main; 
− An agreed area of land for 

pumping stations; 
− Easements or land for access to 

pumping stations; 
− Easements for power to pumping 

stations.” 
• 5.13 A4.1 – change ‘Right of Way’ to 

‘Access’ in both text and table.  1st 
line of table, the number of lots 
should be changed from 1 to 2, to 1 
to 4.  Delete 2nd line (now 
incorporated into line 1), 3rd line 
remains unchanged. 

• 5.13 A6.1 – change ‘adjoining 
properties’ to ‘adjoining property 
boundaries’. 

• 5.15 - change the heading to ‘Strata 
and Community Title Subdivision’. 

• 5.16 - insert figure ‘Rural 
Landscapes’ (Subdivision 
CurrentDraft220811.dwg) 

• 5.17 move objective ii from under 
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roads.  Insert: ‘Rural roads are to 
comply with Table ? in Appendix A. 

• 5.18 P1 rewrite A1.1 as “Habitable floor 
levels are to be 0.5m above the 1% 
AEP.”  Cross reference to Chapter G9. 

• 5.21 A1.1 - dot point 3 should read: 
‘area >950m2’. 

• 5.21 page 43 – The Table requires 
number. 

table to below i. 
• 5.17 insert figure ‘Access to Rural 

Allotments’ (Subdivision 
CurrentDraft220811.dwg). 

• 5.7 - Delete reference to Table Rural 
roads.  Insert: ‘Rural roads are to 
comply with Table [insert] in Section 
6.[insert]’. 

• 5.18 A1.1 - rewrite as follows: 
‘Habitable floor levels are to be 0.5m 
above the 1% AEP’.  Insert cross 
reference to Chapter G9.    

• 5.21 A1.1 - dot point 3 should read: 
‘area >950m2’. 

• 5.21 page 43 – Assign the Table a 
reference number. 

107 • Change the chapter title to “Subdivision 
of Land” and amend the title page, 
header, footer, and body of this chapter 
accordingly. 

• Include exempt provision that remained 
from Councils DCP No.89 Exempt and 
Complying Development (rescinded) 
for subdivision in urban zones, 
including: 

− Boundary adjustment between two 
allotments 

− Rectifying an encroachment upon an 
existing building 

− A strata plan or strata plan of 

• These requests relates to minor 
edits and which will correct 
anomalies and ensure 
consistency with SLEP 2014. 

 

• Change chapter title to “Subdivision 
of Land” and amend the title page, 
header, footer, and body of this 
chapter accordingly. 

• Include exempt provisions that 
remained from Councils DCP 89 
Exempt and Complying Development 
(rescinded) for subdivision in urban 
zones, including: 

− Boundary adjustment between two 
allotments 

− Rectifying an encroachment upon an 
existing building 

− A strata plan or strata plan of 
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subdivision within the meaning of the 
Strata Schemes (Freehold 
Development) Act 1973 or the Strata 
Schemes (Leasehold Development) 
Act, 1986. 

• Replace the reference to Section 94 
Contribution Plan in Acceptable 
Solution A1 under Section 5.6 Public 
Open Space (Page 17) and in Advisory 
Information (Page 47) with Contribution 
Plan to be consistent throughout the 
document. 

• Insert and make reference to 
supporting documentation (Council’s 
Engineering Design Specification) that 
was not included in the draft document. 

• Page 45: Include an Advisory Note 
above the Essential Requirements 
table as follows: Refer to clause 4.1A 
in Shoalhaven LEP 2014 for 
exceptions to the minimum lot size for 
dual occupancy development in areas 
identified as Area 1 and Area 2 of the 
Lot Size Map.  This will provide further 
guidance in this regard. 

• Page 46: Delete Essential 
Requirements i) and ii) relating to dual 
occupancy subdivision from E5 as 
these provisions are contained in 
clause 4.1A of Shoalhaven LEP 2014.     

• Page 46: Amend Essential 
Requirements iii) relating to dual 

subdivision within the meaning of 
the Strata Schemes (Freehold 
Development) Act 1973 or the Strata 
Schemes (Leasehold Development) 
Act, 1986. 

• Replace reference to Section 94 
Contribution Plan in Acceptable 
Solution A1 under Section 5.6 Public 
Open Space (Page 17) and in 
Advisory Information (Page 47) with 
Contribution Plan to be consistent 
throughout the document. 

• Insert and make reference to 
supporting documentation (Council’s 
Engineering Design Specification) – 
include content in Section 6. 

• Include an Advisory Note on Page 45 
above the Essential Requirements 
table as follows: “Refer to clause 
4.1A in Shoalhaven LEP 2014 for 
exceptions to the minimum lot size 
for dual occupancy development in 
areas identified as Area 1 and Area 2 
of the Lot Size Map”.   

• Delete Essential Requirements i) and 
ii) on page 46 relating to dual 
occupancy subdivision from E5.     

• Amend Essential Requirements iii) 
relating to dual occupancy 
subdivision in E5 (page 46) to read: 
“Subdivision of dual occupancy 
development in Rural and 
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occupancy subdivision in E5 to read: 
“Subdivision of dual occupancy 
development in Rural and Environment 
Protection Zones is not permitted”. 

Environment Protection Zones is not 
permitted”. 

124 • Section 5.10 Stormwater Drainage 
(Page 26) - A3.1 -this acceptable 
solution is not consistent with the 
floodplain development manual , 
adopted FRMSPs and chapter G9 of 
this DCP - suggest reword to 'Habitable 
floor levels are consistent with the 
requirement in chapter G9 of this DCP’ 

• Requested change is supported. • Amend A3.1 in section 5.1  to read: 
'habitable floor levels are consistent 
with the requirement in chapter G9 of 
this DCP’. 
 

124 • Section 5. 11 (pages 28 & 29) - This 
section duplicates to a large extent 
Chapter G2 section 5.3- consider 
referring to this chapter and section 
instead. 
 

• Chapter G2 Sustainable 
Stormwater Management & 
Erosion/Sediment Control is a 
new DCP Chapter and applies to 
all development in Shoalhaven. 
Requested change is supported 
to reduce duplication of controls. 

• Delete the content of Section 5.11 
Stormwater Quality Management and 
include a note which reads: ‘Your 
Subdivision application must also 
comply with the requirements of 
Chapter G2 Sustainable Stormwater 
Management & Erosion/Sediment 
Control’.  

124 • Section 5.18 (page 40) - A1.1 is not 
consistent with the Floodplain 
Development Manual, adopted 
FRMSPs and chapter G9 of this 
document which do not endorse a 0.3 
m freeboard- the acceptable solutions 
should be removed and reference to 
chapter G9 made 

• Section 5.18 (pages 40 & 41) - This 
section duplicates and to some extent 
conflict with section G9-subdivision in 
the floodplain- suggest it be moved to 

• Requested changes supported. • Replace A1.1 in Section 5.18 (page 
40) with the following “A1.1 The 
proposed access to the lots 
demonstrates compliance with 
Chapter G9: Development on Flood 
Prone Land’.  

• Insert an additional Performance 
Criteria in Section ‘Subdivision in the 
Floodplain’ in Chapter G9 to 
reference flood free access as 
follows: ‘Lots are provided with flood 
free access’. 
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section G9 -subdivision of the 
floodplain subject to some 
amendments as per requested change 
to Section 5.18 A1.1 to avoid conflict. 

183 • Note within Section 3 refers only to a 
dwelling or dwellings in the note, 
however subdivision can be for many 
more purposes that these two land 
uses, such as commercial, industrial, 
agricultural etc.  

• Section 5.6 Public Open Space – 
acceptable solution A3.2 does not 
make sense – should it be “the 
subdivision plan shows the number of 
trees within the reserve to be 
removed”.  

• Section 5.16 Rural Subdivision - The 
performance criterion P1 and 
acceptable solution is a site analysis 
provision which should be removed 
and provided in the generic chapter.  

• Section 5.24 Dual Occupancy 
Subdivision Refers to old Shoalhaven 
Local Environmental Plan, 1985 
zones and not current Shoalhaven 
Local Environmental Plan, 2014 
zones. 

• Requested changes have merit.  • Amend note in Section 3 to refer to 
other purposes other than 
dwellings. 

• Amend A3.2 on page 18 as follows: 
“the subdivision plan shows the 
number of trees within the reserve 
to be removed”. 

• Amend A1.1 on page 38 to remove 
information addressed in Chapter 
G1 and form into more appropriate 
acceptable solutions.  

• Amend Section 5.24 to refer to 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014 zones. 

183 • Section 5.13 – Residential allotment 
layout – the acceptable solution for 
battle axe allotments is 650m2. Given 
that the minimum development 

• Battle axe allotments have 
different characteristics to a 
standard residential block and 
the minimum lot size in A3, 

• No change recommended.  
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standard for residential allotments is 
generally 500m2 in R2 areas for 
example, and there is an increased 
desire for smaller allotments within 
the community, Council should 
reconsider this position and revise it 
down. This acceptable solution is at 
odds with the ability to undertake 
dual occupancy development and 
subdivision on a street frontage 
allotment of minimum size 700m2. 
While Council is more than happy to 
approve two dwelling houses and a 
subdivision resulting in two 350m2 
allotments, consideration should also 
be given to other smaller lots sizes 
within standard residential areas 
where the result will yield the 
equivalent development to dual 
occupancy without the necessity of 
constructing the dwelling house in the 
first instance. One method of 
resolving this could be to include 3D 
building strictions so that any battle 
axe lot created under 650m2 could 
be restriction to single storey 
development for example. 

page 32 is considered 
appropriate. 

• The request is not supported.  
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Table G11.2 – Chapter G11: Subdivision - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

83 • 5.24 - additional information should be inserted 
to limit subdivision on battleaxe allotments. 

• Whilst there may be merit in 
limiting the subdivision of dual 
occupancy on battleaxe 
allotments, further investigation is 
required to identify the most 
appropriate way to do this.   

• Investigate methods to 
possibly limit the 
subdivision of dual 
occupancy on battleaxe 
allotments as part of a 
future amendment to the 
DCP. 

124 • Requests that a new section be added to 
Chapter G11 Subdivision to consider proposals 
where Council is proposed to become the owner 
of land to be managed in its ‘natural state’. 
Issues have arisen in previous subdivisions that 
have highlighted the need to develop 
specifications, consent conditions and 
inspection requirements to ensure that any land 
is handed over to Council in a condition that 
does not unduly burden Council and the 
community. Section 5.6 Public Open Space 
outlines provisions for dedication of land for 
Public Open Space but does not specifically 
address the objectives or development 
application submission requirements for land 
that is to be managed by Council in a natural 
state. 

• If land of this type is being considered for 
dedication to Council, the applicant should 
submit a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) 
i.e. a statement of commitments, by the 

• Requested supported. • Include a new section ‘5.7 
Public Natural Areas’ in a 
future review of Shoalhaven 
DCP 2014 based on the 
proposed Section outlined 
in this submission (124). 
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proponent to undertake a range activities prior to 
hand-over of the land to Council.  

• This will ensure: 
− Proponents are aware of submission 

requirements, and therefore potential cost of 
implementation up front; 

− The future Council Asset Custodian is made 
aware of the proposal and implications; 

− Conditions of consent can be included so the 
land is provided to Council in a condition that is 
within its resources to manage. 

− Minimum delays at hand-over time. 
− Any activities and/or actions related bushfire 

mitigation, threatened species, revegetation 
and/or vegetation management, on land to be 
managed by Council upon completion of the 
development are included in one document. 

154 • Subdivisions - List of changes - Part 2 Element 
5.26 TO1 removed – it appears that some of 
these conditions of consent would have made 
good quality guidelines as “acceptable solutions” 
which would also then be applied as conditions 
of consent”. 

• Requested change needs further 
investigation/consultation.  

• Consider including A1 
(Section 5.26 from DCP 100) 
in a future review of Chapter 
G11 and through a separate 
consultation process. 

154 • Given the need for acceptable solutions for 
motor vehicles, it seems appropriate (and 
sustainable) to retain explicitly here the same 
stress on specific acceptable solutions for 
pedestrian and cyclist network. 
 

• Appears to be requesting that 
further detailed controls are 
provided in Section 5.4 
Pedestrian and Cyclist Facilities 
(page 12) similar to provisions for 
motor vehicles i.e. street 
networks. The controls provided 
could be reviewed as part of a 

• Consider Section 5.4 
Pedestrian and Cyclist 
Facilities in a future review 
of Chapter G11 and through 
a separate consultation 
process.  
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future review of DCP Chapter 
G11.  

154 • G.11, 5.1 (i) to (iv) “provides” for housing, public 
assets, and motor vehicles but only 
“encourages” walking and cycling. This is 
inadequate strength of term for the vulnerable 
road users and should be changed to 
“Provides”. 

• There are some subdivisions (eg. 
rural) where walking and cycling 
provisions may not be relevant, 
however this Objective could be 
considered in a future review of 
the draft DCP Chapter G11. 

• Reconsider Objective iv in 
Section 4 in a future review 
of Chapter G11 and through 
a separate consultation 
process. 

154 • G.11, 5.10 & 5.11 (page 25-29) Stormwater 
drainage and quality: NO-discharge from the 
sub-division is the key. The objectives make no 
reference to stormwater quantity as well as 
quality (excepting general G.2 Introduction). It is 
very relevant here. Outflows from the 
subdivision and inter-allotment flows should be 
minimal: managed with retention and re-use; 
examples of acceptable solutions might include 
shared neighbourhood underground storage and 
supply as reticulated 2nd-grade water for toilet 
flushing and garden purposes. 

• G.11, 5.10 & 5.11(page 25-29) – 
Requested change requires 
further investigation and 
consultation to determine if a 
change is necessary.  

• Reconsider Sections 5.10 & 
5.11 in a future review of 
Chapter G11 to investigate 
minimising stormwater 
discharge from proposed 
subdivisions and consider 
the issue through a separate 
consultation process. 

154 • G11, p. 3 - recommended that this section 
PRIORITISES pedestrian and cyclist traffic, then 
local motor traffic, then notes deterring through 
traffic. 

• It is unclear what section this 
comment is referring to.  
 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 

26 • Page 33, P7, Small Lot subdivision.  Road 
closures undertaken by the Property Unit, create 
new lots which will not meet the minimum lot 
size, as per the requirement of the adjoining 
land zoning (lot size map). Therefore a 
subdivision certificate will be unable to be 
issued. The subdivision certificate is required to 
lodge the plan of road closure at the LPI. Under 

• This matter will be reviewed as 
part of the housekeeping 
amendment to the Shoalhaven 
LEP 2014.  No changes to the 
DCP should be made until this 
matter is first investigated at the 
LEP level. 

• Investigate the impact of 
minimum lot size provisions 
on road closures through 
the ‘Housekeeping 
Amendment’ to Shoalhaven 
LEP 2014. 
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Clause 2.75 of the State Environmental 
Planning Policy (Exempt and Complying 
Development Codes 2008), Road Closures do 
not qualify as exempt development. Road 
closures are therefore prevented by the 
minimum lot size requirement. An amendment is 
required to the DCP and LEP 2014 to address 
this important issue. 
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CHAPTER G12: SINGLE DWELLINGS, ADDITIONS AND ANCILLARY STRUCTURES 
 
Chapter G12: Single Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary Structures is a generic chapter that relates to dwelling houses, rural worker’s 
dwellings, additions and ancillary structures in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 2 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 4 

 
 
Recommendation G12 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G12.1 and G12.2. -  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G12.1 – Chapter G12: Single Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary Structures - summary of minor submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

87 • P2, page 6 – delete and add the 
following words to the end of P1: ‘and 
relate to the natural slope of the land’ 

• Abandoning the envelope system and 
replacing with a two storey limit is not a 
good planning outcome and will stifle 

• The requested changes 
are supported. 

 

• P2, page 6 – delete and add the following 
words to the end of P1: ‘and relate to the 
natural slope of the land’ 

• Amend Figure 12 to reflect building 
envelope provisions (side only).   

• A1.1, page 6 - change to read: ‘The 
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good design. Instead it is recommended 
that a side envelope be retained and the 
height be controlled by the LEP 
provisions.  

• A1.1 should be changed to the 
following: ‘The maximum height of the 
building complies with the height 
controls set by Shoalhaven LEP 2014’.  
A new 1.2 should be inserted as follows: 
‘A1.2 Provided the distance to the 
boundary is not less than 900mm for a 
wall and 675mm for a gutter, fascias, 
downpipes, eaves up to 0.6m, masonry 
chimneys, flues, pipes, domestic fuel 
tanks, cooling or heating appliances or 
other services may encroach beyond 
the building envelope.  The following 
may encroach without restriction: 

- Screens or sunblinds, light fittings, 
electricity or gas meters, aerials, and 

- Unroofed terraces, landings, steps or 
ramps not more than 1m in height.  

• Existing A2.1 should be converted into a 
note below the new A1.2.  

• Split P1.2, page 7 into two independent 
criteria. 

• Acceptable solutions A1.1 and A1.2 
would exclude village zones and is a bit 
vague with the use of the word obvious.  
It is suggested to remove the word 

maximum height of the building is not 
greater than the height controls contained 
in Shoalhaven LEP 2014’.   

• Insert new A1.2, page 6 as follows: ‘A1.2 
Buildings are sited within a building 
envelope determined by the following 
method.  Planes are projected at 45 
degrees from a height of 5m above 
existing ground level at the front, side and 
rear boundary as shown in Figure 2’.   

• A new A1.3, page 6 - should be inserted 
as follows: ‘A1.3 Provided the distance to 
the boundary is not less than 900mm for a 
wall and 675mm for a gutter, fascias, 
downpipes, eaves up to 0.6m, masonry 
chimneys, flues, pipes, domestic fuel 
tanks, cooling or heating appliances or 
other services may encroach beyond the 
building envelope.  The following may 
encroach without restriction: 
- Screens or sunblinds, light fittings, 
electricity or gas meters, aerials, and 
- Unroofed terraces, landings, steps or 
ramps not more than 1m in height. 

• Existing A2.1 should be converted into a 
note below the new A1.2. 

• Split P1.2, page 7 into two independent 
criteria to be consistent with general 
performance criteria approach. 

• Page 7 - remove the word ‘urban’ from 
A1.1 and the word ‘obvious’ from A1.2. 
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‘urban’ from A1.1 and the word ‘obvious’ 
from A1.2.  

• Table 1, page 10 – the date of 
subdivisions is different from DCP 91 – 
is this a typo or has this been verified as 
the correct date.  

• Table 1, page 11 – in side setback, 
remove the line splitting the acceptable 
solutions, the provisions apply to all.   

• Table 1 – page 11 – Rear Setback - 
This appears to have been taken from 
Dual Occupancy provisions and should 
not be included without a broader review 
and specific consultation.  
Recommended change to ‘Parallel Road 
Frontage’ as we do give acceptable 
solution for this situation and retain only 
the first sentence in acceptable solution 
– this is the distance we normally 
require as a minimum for parallel roads.  

• Heading ‘Density’, page 13 – suggest a 
better heading is ‘Bulk and Scale’. 

• A1.1, Density, page 13 – change 
‘density’ to ‘design’.  

• A1.1, Height, page 13 – The side 
boundary envelope should replace two 
storey solutions.  We do not need to 
limit rural dwellings to two storeys.  
Replace A1.1 with suggested A1.1 and 
A1.2:  A1.1 Buildings are sited within a 
building envelope determined by the 

• DCP 100 was made effective on 18 
February 2002.  References to 18 
December 2001 should be replaced with 
18 February 2001 in Table 1. 

• Table 1 – page 11 – Rear Setback – 
Change ‘Rear setback’ to ‘Parallel Road 
Frontage’ and delete the second 
acceptable solution for corner lots. 

• Change heading ‘Density’ on page 13 to 
‘Bulk and Scale’. 

• A1.1, Density, page 13 – change ‘density’ 
to ‘design’.  

• A1.1, Height, page 13 – Amend to read: 
‘‘‘The maximum height of the building is 
not greater than the height controls 
contained in Shoalhaven LEP 2014’..   

• Insert new A1.2 and A1.3 as follows:  ‘A1.2 
Buildings are sited within a building 
envelope determined by the following 
method.  Planes are projected at 45 
degrees from a height of 5m above 
existing ground level at the front, side and 
rear boundaries. A1.3 Provided the 
distance to the boundary is not less than 
900mm for a wall and 675mm for a gutter, 
fascias, downpipes, eaves up to 0.6m, 
masonry chimneys, flues, pipes, domestic 
fuel tanks, cooling or heating appliances 
or other services may encroach beyond 
the building envelope.  The following may 
encroach without restriction: 
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following method.  Planes are projected 
at 45 degrees from a height of 5m 
above existing ground level at the front, 
side and rear boundaries. A1.2 Provided 
the distance to the boundary is not less 
than 900mm for a wall and 675mm for a 
gutter, fascias, downpipes, eaves up to 
0.6m, masonry chimneys, flues, pipes, 
domestic fuel tanks, cooling or heating 
appliances or other services may 
encroach beyond the building envelope.  
The following may encroach without 
restriction: 

- Screens or sunblinds, light fittings, 
electricity or gas meters, aerials, and 

- Unroofed terraces, landings, steps or 
ramps not more than 1m in height.  

• Insert building envelope image above 
‘Setback and Building Lines’ heading on 
page 14 to be consistent with the 
changes to Figure 12.   

• A1.1, page 14 – remove word ‘urban’, 
not relevant in the rural section.  

• Table 2, page 16, front setbacks – 
Currently there are many lots that are 
exactly 4000m2 so it is necessary to 
change the second acceptable solution 
to ‘For Lots between 4001m2 and 
10,000m2 – 20m.  

• Table 2, page 16, side setbacks – Asset 

- Screens or sunblinds, light fittings, 
electricity or gas meters, aerials, and 
- Unroofed terraces, landings, steps or 
ramps not more than 1m in height’.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Insert building envelope image above 
‘Setback and Building Lines’ heading on 
page 14 to be consistent with the changes 
to Figure 12.   

• A1.1, page 14 – remove word ‘urban’.  
• Table 2, page 16, front setbacks – Change 

the second acceptable solution to ‘For 
Lots between 4001m2 and 10,000m2 – 
20m’. 

 
 
• Table 2, page 16, side setbacks – Delete: 

‘Any Asset Protection Zones are to be 
located wholly within the lot boundary’. 
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protection zones are irrelevant to side 
setbacks and this sentence should be 
deleted: ‘Any Asset Protection Zones 
are to be located wholly within the lot 
boundary’.  

• Notes page 17 and page 1 – change 
‘For this purpose of this Chapter’ to ‘For 
the purpose of this Chapter’.  

• P1.3, page 19 – Should be a note, not a 
performance criteria as we do not 
implement private covenants or the 
provisions of the Dividing Fences Act. 

• Figure 6, page 20 – Figure is too small 
and should be enlarged for the final 
version.  

• Note, page 21 – The note applies to 
A2.1 and A3.1 – move to A3.1. 

• Figure 7 is too small and needs 
enlargement in the final version.   

• A1.5 page 23 – needs slight rewording 
to maintain original intent as follows: 
‘The maximum length of a freestanding 
screen is 6m; except where providing 
privacy for a swimming pool where 
maximum length is equal to the adjacent 
side of the pool plus 2m’. 

• A1.1 – the number of car parking 
spaces should be moved to Chapter 
G21. 

• A2.1 page 28 – change ‘(see A1, 
above)’ to ‘(see A1.1, above)’. 

 
 

• Notes page 17 and page 1 – change ‘For 
this purpose of this Chapter’ to ‘For the 
purpose of this Chapter’. 

• P1.3, page 19 – Make into an Advisory 
Note text box.   

 
 
• Figure 6, page 20 – Enlarge figure for the 

final version. 
 

• Note, page 21 – Take note out of table and 
insert into an Advisory Note text box 
below the table. 

• Increase the size of Figure 7 to full page.  
• A1.5 page 23 – Reword as follows: ‘The 

maximum length of a freestanding screen 
is 6m; except where providing privacy for 
a swimming pool where maximum length 
is equal to the adjacent side of the pool 
plus 2m’.  

• A1.1 – Move car parking numbers to 
Chapter G21.  
 

• A2.1 page 28 – change ‘(see A1, above)’ to 
‘(see A1.1, above)’. 

• A4.3 page 29 – change A4.3 to ‘The 
erosion and sediment control…’ 
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• A4.3 page 29 – change A4.3 to ‘The 

erosion and sediment control…’ 
• A3.2, page 30 – change A3.2 to 

‘Excavated and filled areas area 
retained…’ 

• Note, page 31 – change last sentence in 
note to: ‘The table below outlines…’ 

• Bushfire page 31 – second dot point 
(third sub point) change ‘permitter road’ 
to ‘perimeter road’. 

• Advisory information, page 38, External 
Policies & Guidelines: replace ‘vies’ with 
‘views’. 

• A3.2, page 30 – change A3.2 to ‘Excavated 
and filled areas area retained…’ 
 

• Note, page 31 – change last sentence in 
note to: ‘The table below outlines…’ 

• Bushfire page 31 – second dot point (third 
sub point) change ‘permitter road’ to 
‘perimeter road’. 

• Advisory information, page 38, External 
Policies & Guidelines: replace ‘vies’ with 
‘views’. 

108 • Change the chapter title of G12 to 
include “rural worker’s dwellings”, to 
read: “Dwelling Houses, Rural Worker’s 
Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary 
Structures” to provide consistency with 
content of Chapter and amend the 
header, footer and body accordingly. 

• Change the chapter title on the title 
page to be consistent with the body of 
the document. 

• The requested changes 
are supported and will 
ensure clearer guidance in 
relation to provisions and 
provide consistency with 
SLEP 2014. 

• Change the chapter title of G12 to: 
“Dwelling Houses, Rural Worker’s 
Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary 
Structures” and amend the header, footer 
and body accordingly. 

 
 
 
• Change the chapter title of G12 on the title 

page to be consistent with the body of the 
document. 

108 • Include the following as an Advisory 
Note in Chapter G12, above A1.1 in the 
Floor Space Ratio provisions table on 
Page 5 “Note: Where an area is mapped 
on the floor space ratio overlay in the 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014, the LEP 2014 

• This suggestion is a result 
of a change to the building 
envelope approach to 
avoid conflict between the 
height provisions in the 
LEP and the DCP.  A 

• No subsequent Recommendation. 
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floor space ratio controls for these sites 
prevails.”. 

• Include the following as an Advisory 
Note in Chapter G12, above A1.1 in the 
Density provisions table on Page 13. 
“Note: Refer to the Shoalhaven LEP 
2014 to identify whether your area is 
mapped on the floor space ratio 
overlay.”  

• Chapter G12, Height of Building table 
(Page 6) insert an additional Acceptable 
Solution (A1.2) to provide further 
guidance for building envelope solution 
(as per Submission Attachment “A”) and 
Figure 2: Building Envelope Diagram is 
amended accordingly. 

storey option was 
suggested whereby height, 
for the purpose of the 
envelope, is controlled by a 
two storey height limit with 
each storey being 
allocated a maximum 
height of 3 metres.  This 
approach is not considered 
to be the most appropriate 
way to address the loss of 
height within the building 
envelope.  See submission 
86 for preferred approach. 
Requested change not 
supported as a result 
 

155 • Single dwellings: wording of P1 / AS1.1  
(Note 3) - for clarity please replace 
clause “20% of the”  with “20% of the 
basement” before “habitable area” - if 
that is what is meant? 
 

• Requested change is 
supported to clarify the 
note. 

• Amend the first sentence in Note 3, A1.1, 
Section 5.1 (page 5) to read: “Where the 
dwelling contains a floor below natural 
ground level and the floor level of the 
floor above is less than 1.2m above 
ground level, only 20% of the basement 
habitable floor area will be counted in 
determining the gross floor space ratio.” 

155 • G.12, page 18 - The restrictive approach 
to “granny flats” appears to be contrary 
to the metropolitan acceptance of such 
adjunct accommodation as a solution for 
(relatively) affordable accommodation. 
 

• As outlined in the note in 
Section 5.3 page 18 – 
there are provisions for 
secondary dwellings 
(detached granny flats) in 
State Environmental 
Planning Policy (Affordable 
Rental Housing) 2009. 

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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These are state wide 
provisions. The provisions 
for Granny Flats only apply 
to Granny Flats that are 
attached to the main 
dwelling. 

155 • Solar access at A1.2 has ambiguity 
because of negative sentence 
construction and objects: “50% of area” 
of windows or glazed doors do not get 
less than 3 hours. Please state simply 
positively. 

• It is unclear what this 
comment is requesting. 
This Acceptable Solution 
ensures that solar access 
is considered in any 
development application. 

• No subsequent recommendation. 

184 • Fencing - P1.3 – reference to 
restrictions as to user should be 
‘restrictions on the use of land’ 

• This term is a well-known 
and should be retained.  

• No change recommended.  

 
Table G12.2 – Chapter G12: Single Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary Structures - summary of major submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

87 • The relationship between the floor 
space ratios for G12, G13, G14 need 
future review for equity and planning 
outcome.  The medium density appears 
too low.   

• Table 1, page 10 - The side setback 
provisions in the acceptable solution 
apply to all dwelling houses no matter 
the lot size or date of subdivision.  The 
side setback for all should be the same.  
A future review should look to change 

• The FSR is 0.5.1 for G12, 
0.5:1 for G13 and 0.35:1 for 
G14.  The FSR for single 
dwellings and dual occupancy 
is greater than medium 
density.  There is merit in 
investigating appropriate FSR 
for these chapters to promote 
equity.    

• The side setbacks in Table 1 
should consider one standard 

• Reconsider the FSR provisions in 
Chapters G12, G13 and G14 in a future 
review.  

• Investigate the impact of doubling the 
maximum floor area of garages in A1.1 
and A1.2 (page 27) and the 
relationship with the Codes SEPP. 

• Review the side setbacks in Table 1 to 
consider one standard setback, 
reducing the eave setback in 
accordance with the BCA and new 
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675mm to 450mm for eave setbacks in 
accordance with BCA provisions.  
675mm came from redundant 
Ordinance 71. 

• Page 27, Ancillary structures. There is a 
need to substantially increase the 
minimum floor areas – this matter has 
previously been considered by Council 
following a notice of motion and 
Councillors were advised this will be 
rectified in this DCP. A1.1 55m2 
increase to 110m2 and A1.2 70m2 
increase to 140m2.   

setback and reducing the eave 
setback in accordance with the 
BCA.  There is also a need to 
consider the Exempt and 
Complying Codes SEPP and 
the impact on setback 
character.   
 

setback character arising from the 
Exempt and Complying Codes SEPP.   

155 •  ‘Setback and Building Lines page 7 
and page 8 - figure 3 and table 1 – it 
appears that this “predominant set-back” 
rule is a flashback to old-ways, and 
would conflict with the goal of in-fill 
development (desired to reduce 
environmental impact and vehicle use, 
etc) 

•  The predominant building 
setback is a common planning 
tool to determine the 
prominent character in areas. 
The suggested change could 
confuse this section.  Other 
provisions exist throughout 
DCP chapters to reduce 
environmental impact and 
manage vehicle use.  

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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CHAPTER G13: DUAL OCCUPANCY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Chapter G13: Dual Occupancy Development is a generic chapter that relates to both attached and detached dual occupancy development in 
Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 3 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 6 

 
Recommendation G13 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G13.1 and G13.2. 
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G13.1 – Chapter G13: Dual Occupancy Development - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

31 • The content of A1.1 'Minimum lot size' on 
page 6 conflicts with clause 4.1B of 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014.  Request that the 
minimum lot sizes for different residential 
and rural zones would be helpful in the 
DCP so people do not have to go to the 
LEP to find this information.   

• There is merit in in including a 
new acceptable solution as 
recommended.   
 

• Include a new acceptable solution 
under A1.1 as follows: “Despite A1.1 
above, the minimum size of the 
existing lot for the purpose of a dual 
occupancy development in the R3 
zone must comply with Clause 4.1B 
of Shoalhaven LEP 2014.” 
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31 • P1 and A1.1, page 23 - separate laundry 

and clothes drying facilities to be provided 
for each dwelling is not supported, 
especially with regard to drying facilities.  It 
would seem quite practical for two 
households to share drying facilities and 
thus reduce the need for extra space, in an 
already limited footprint on residential lots, 
to be provided for drying facilities for a 
second household. 

• This change is not supported. 
Separate laundry and clothes 
drying facilities (P1 and A1.1, 
page 23) must be provided to 
ensure each dwelling can dry 
clothes independently as they 
may be in different 
ownership/tenancy.   

• No subsequent recommendation.  

88 • A1.2, page 6 – convert A1.2 into a third dot 
point in A1.1 as follows: ‘Dual occupancy 
(battleaxe) – 1000m2). 

• A1.3, page 7 – Second dot point refers to 
natural ground level, needs to be changed 
to: ‘Have a maximum height from existing 
ground level…’ 

• A2.3, page 7- For P2 in rural areas, the 
last acceptable solution needs to be 
updated to reflect the change in the 
definition of attached dual occupancy in 
LEP 2014 that is no longer so restrictive as 
follows: ‘This should be characterised by a 
continuous or complementary roof profile 
with similar pitch’.  

• Page 9 – 5.3 Density - The note in this 
acceptable solution is no longer relevant 
with the new LEP 2014 definition of gross 
floor area and should be deleted. 

• Page 10 – 5.3 – Setbacks.  Replace P1 to 
be consistent with same section in G12 for 

• The requested changes are 
supported. 

• A1.2, page 6 – convert A1.2 into a 
third dot point in A1.1 as follows: 
‘Dual occupancy (battleaxe) – 
1000m2). 

• Change second dot point in A1.3, 
page 7 to: ‘Have a maximum height 
from existing ground level…’ 
 

• Change A2.3, page 7- the last 
sentence should be changed to: 
‘This should be characterised by a 
continuous or complementary roof 
profile with similar pitch’. 

 
 
 

• The note in Section 5.3 should be 
deleted as the relationship between 
the DCP and the LEP definitions is 
outlined in Chapter 1 Introduction.  

• Page 10 – 5.3 – Setbacks.  Replace 
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dwellings.  

• P1.1 The building design and site 
placement is compatible with and 
enhances the existing and future 
streetscape. 

• P1.2 The building setback from the 
street frontage does not undermine the 
integrity of the existing prevailing building 
lines.  

• P1.3 Setbacks avoid loss of view, 
undue overshadowing and provide privacy 
and traffic safety. 

• P1.4 Buildings are located with 
minimal loss of amenity to adjoining 
development through loss of privacy, 
views, overshadowing, solar access or the 
like. 

• P1.5 The location, siting, height and 
bulk of the building complement the 
existing setbacks near the site foreshore (if 
applicable) and the streetscape. 

• P1.6 the location of the dual 
occupancy and its building lines will not 
create an undesirable precedent. 

• P1.7 Adequate levels of light and 
ventilation to adjoining buildings, 
landscaping, services and infrastructure 
are protected. 

• P1.8 The proposal maintains 
adequate provision for on-site car parking 
within driveways. 

P1 to be consistent with same 
section in G12 for dwellings.  

• P1.1 The building design and 
site placement is compatible with 
and enhances the existing and future 
streetscape. 

• P1.2 The building setback from 
the street frontage does not 
undermine the integrity of the 
existing prevailing building lines.  

• P1.3 Setbacks avoid loss of 
view, undue overshadowing and 
provide privacy and traffic safety. 

• P1.4 Buildings are located with 
minimal loss of amenity to adjoining 
development through loss of privacy, 
views, overshadowing, solar access 
or the like. 

• P1.5 The location, siting, height 
and bulk of the building complement 
the existing setbacks near the site 
foreshore (if applicable) and the 
streetscape. 

• P1.6 the location of the dual 
occupancy and its building lines will 
not create an undesirable precedent. 

• P1.7 Adequate levels of light 
and ventilation to adjoining 
buildings, landscaping, services and 
infrastructure are protected. 

• P1.8 The proposal maintains 
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• P1.9 The dual occupancy and 

ancillary developments are setback and 
building scale is relative to the street 
reserve width. 

• A1.1, page 10 – Change to ‘Compliance 
with the setback provisions in Table 1 
below.’ 

• A1.2, page 10 – Change to ‘For rear and 
side setbacks for corner lots, compliance 
with Figure 3’ 

• Figure 3, page 11 – the line between the 
dual occupancy should be represented by 
a broken line to represent a dual 
occupancy subdivision.  

• Page 14 - Rear/side setback to foreshore 
reserve – second column should say All 
Dual occupancy Development rather than 
listing every type.  

• Page 14, side setbacks – Delete: ‘Any 
asset protection zones are to be located 
wholly within the lot boundary.’ – APZs are 
irrelevant to setbacks.  

• A3.3, page 16 – Insert content into 
Advisory Note text box below the table. 

• Figure 4, page 17 – Enlarge to full page. 
• Section 5.7 heading, change from 

‘Landscape’ to ‘Landscaping’. 
• P1. Page 17 - P1 refers to users and this 

would better refer to residents.  Suggest 
amending as follows: ‘To provide for 

adequate provision for on-site car 
parking within driveways. 

• P1.9 The dual occupancy and 
ancillary developments are setback 
and building scale is relative to the 
street reserve width. 

• A1.1 and A1.2, page 10 – It is 
recommended that the wording of 
A1.1 and A1.2 be retained.  The 
provisions have been tailored to the 
reader to promote ownership of the 
document.   

• Figure 3, page 11 – Change the line 
between the dual occupancy to a 
broken line. 

• Page 14 - Rear/side setback to 
foreshore reserve – Change text in 
second column to ‘All Dual 
occupancy Development’.  

• Page 14, side setbacks – Delete: ‘Any 
asset protection zones are to be 
located wholly within the lot 
boundary.’  

• A3.3, page 16 – Insert content into 
Advisory Note text box below the 
table.  

• Figure 4, page 17 – Enlarge to full 
page. 

• Section 5.7 heading, change from 
‘Landscape’ to ‘Landscaping’. 
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sufficient landscaping to provide amenity to 
residents, effective screening, and to 
enable tree and large shrub planting.’ 

• Section 5.8 - Parking requirements needed 
as they are not in G13, or G21. 

• A1.2, page 19 – It would be clearer as an 
acceptable solution if reworded: ‘A1.2
 Mirror-reversed facades fronting the 
street are avoided’. 

• A6.2, page 20 - Should be just a note. 
• A6.3, page 20 – delete as it is not 

consistent with the new definition of dual 
occupancy in LEP 2014.  

• Note, Page 22 – typographical error in note 
under A1.2.  Should be amended as 
follows: ‘Note: The method selected for the 
discharge point A1.1-A1.2 above ...’ 

• Objective i), Section 5.13, page 23 – 
replace ‘integrate’ with ‘integrated’. 

• Page 24, Advisory information – BCA is 
legislation and should be included in the 
Legislation row. 

• P1. Page 17 – Amend as follows: ‘To 
provide for sufficient landscaping to 
provide amenity to residents, 
effective screening, and to enable 
tree and large shrub planting.’ 

• Section 5.8 – Insert dual occupancy 
parking requirements into G21. 

• A1.2, page 19 – reword as follows: 
‘A1.2 Mirror-reversed facades 
fronting the street are to be avoided’. 

• A6.2, page 20 – Turn into an Advisory 
Note text box. 

• A6.3, page 20 – delete.  
• Note, Page 22 – note should be 

amended as follows: ‘Note: The 
method selected for the discharge 
point A1.1-A1.2 above ...’ 

• Objective i), Section 5.13, page 23 – 
replace ‘integrate’ with ‘integrated’. 

• Page 24, Advisory information.  The 
BCA is not legislation in itself, it is a 
set of technical provisions given 
legal effect through the Building Act 
1975.  The location of the BCA 
should remain as exhibited. 

88 • A1.1, Height and Bulk, page 6 – should be 
the following envelope requirement: ‘A1.1 
Buildings are sited within a building 
envelope determined by the following 
method.  Planes are projected at 45 
degrees from a height of 5m above 

• Reintroducing a building 
envelope this Section would 
be beneficial.   

• There is also merit in 
reintroducing the acceptable 
solution that addresses height 

• Amend Figure 1 to reflect building 
envelope provisions (side only).   

• A1.1, page 6 - change to: ‘‘The 
maximum height of the building is 
not greater than the height controls 
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existing ground level at the front, side and 
rear boundary as shown in Figure 1’.  
Figure 1 should be amended to reflect 
building envelope provisions (side only).   
 

and encroachments.   contained in Shoalhaven LEP 2014’’.   
• Insert new A1.2, (page 7) ‘Buildings 

are sited within a building envelope 
determined by the following method.  
Planes are projected at 45 degrees 
from a height of 5m above existing 
ground level at the front, side and 
rear boundary as shown in Figure 2’.   

• Insert new A1.3, page 7 - should be 
inserted as follows: ‘Provided the 
distance to the boundary is not less 
than 900mm for a wall and 675mm for 
a gutter, fascias, downpipes, eaves 
up to 0.6m, masonry chimneys, flues, 
pipes, domestic fuel tanks, cooling 
or heating appliances or other 
services may encroach beyond the 
building envelope.  The following 
may encroach without restriction: 
- Screens or sunblinds, light fittings, 
electricity or gas meters, aerials, and 
- Unroofed terraces, landings, steps 
or ramps not more than 1m in height. 

• Change numbering of A1.3 and A1.4 
(page 7) to A1.4 and 1.5.  

109 • Remove image from Chapter G13 table in 
Section 5.2 Height and Bulk – A1.1 (Page 
6) and replace with a reference to Figure 1: 
Building Height Controls to provide clearer 
guidance for this provision. 

• Delete Acceptable Solution from Section 

• This suggestion is a result of 
a change to the building 
envelope approach to avoid 
conflict between the height 
provisions in the LEP and 
DCP.  A storey option was 

• No subsequent Recommendation. 
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5.3 Density -  A1.1 (Page 9) and include 
the following Advisory Note above the 
acceptable solutions in the table: “Note: 
Where an area is mapped on the floor 
space ratio overlay in the Shoalhaven LEP 
2014, the LEP 2014 floor space ratio 
controls for these sites prevails.” Provides 
reference and consistency to LEP 2014. 

• Amend Acceptable Solution in Section 5.2 
Height and Bulk - A1.3 (Page 7) to refer 
“storey” height control (as per Submission 
Attachment A) and amend Figure 1:  
Building Height Controls (Page 8) 
accordingly to provide clearer guidance for 
this provision and consistency with SLEP 
2014 “storey definition”. 

suggested whereby height, 
for the purpose of the 
envelope, is controlled by a 
two storey height limit with 
each storey being allocated a 
maximum height of 3 metres.  
This approach is not 
considered to be the most 
appropriate way to address 
the loss of height within the 
building envelope.  See 
submission 88 for preferred 
approach.  
 

140 • The Ulladulla & Districts Forum supports 
the idea of dual occupancy to optimise 
land use, allow for better use of existing 
facilities and services and to give owners 
flexibility to obtain rental income or provide 
for relatives.  Supports the imposition of 
controls to ensure appropriate standards. 

• 5.11 Accessibility and Adaptable Housing 
– (Page 20)  Attention to these factors is 
commended as it seems likely that 
increasingly the aged/infirmed will be 
catered for by dual occupancy. 

• Comments and positive 
feedback noted.  

• No subsequent recommendation. 

140 • 5.13 Laundry Facilities – (page 23).  The 
requirement P1 and A1.1 for separate 
laundry and clothes drying facilities to be 
provided for each dwelling is not 

• Each unit or dwelling is 
generally in separate 
ownership or lease. Sharing 
of drying facilities is not 

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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supported, especially with regard to drying 
facilities.  It would seem quite practical for 
two households to share drying facilities 
and thus reduce the need for extra space, 
in an already limited footprint on residential 
lots, to be provided for drying facilities for a 
second household. 

practical.  

140 • Potential loss of privacy for neighbouring 
properties is an important issue.  This 
appears to have been well addressed by 
5.6. The height, density and landscaping 
controls should also ensure impacts are 
minimised in low density residential areas, 
concerns include: 
− 5.1.1 Minimum lot size – Cl 4.1B of 

SLEP 2014 states that an existing lot in 
R3 must be greater than 800m2 for dual 
occupancy and A1.1 in Section 5.1 
(page 6) outlines that the minimum lot 
size can be 500m2 for attached dual 
occupancy development. Concerned 
that this is a substantial difference and 
does the SLEP override the DCP. 
Suggest that acceptable size is related 
to dual occupancy for properties other 
than R3 zone. A note under Section 2 
Application (page 4) identifying that 
minimum lot sizes apply for different 
residential and rural zones would be 
helpful.  

• Comments on Section 5.6 are 
noted.  

• The note under Section 5.1 
should provide further advice 
in relation to minimum lot size 
provision in SLEP 2014 and 
amend A1.1 in Section 5.1 to 
read: ‘the minimum lot size of 
the existing lot before your 
dual occupancy development 
meets the requirements of 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014, and 
the following minimum 
standards…”. 
 

• Provide further detail in the note 
under Section 5.1 heading in relation 
to minimum lot size provision in 
SLEP 2014. 

• Amend A1.1 in Section 5.1 to read: 
“the minimum lot size of the existing 
lot before your dual occupancy 
development meets the requirements 
of Shoalhaven LEP 2014, and the 
following minimum standards…”. 
 

156 • Dual Occupancy - There appear to be no 
references to standards for access for 

• Requested change is 
supported. Section 6.1 in 

• Copy the references in Section 6.1 
‘Other Legislation or policies’ to the 
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disabled persons, not even in 6.1 
“advisory” section. 

Chapter G12 refers to the 
Building Code of Australia 
and Australian Standards 
amongst other 
policies/legislation.  

Building Code of Australia and 
Australian Standards relating to 
disabled persons and insert into 
Section 6.1 in Chapter G13. 

185 • Section 5.8 Vehicular Access - Refers 
Chapter G20 for further details on car 
parking. Chapter G20 relates to Industrial 
Development, Car parking is chapter G21, 
however when one refers to that chapter, 
no mention is made in regard to car 
parking requirements for dual occupancy 
development. Further, car parking should 
be retained based on the floor area of the 
building not the number of bedrooms within 
the proposed dwelling. 

• The reference to Chapter G21 
for parking provisions should 
be retained.  This report 
recommends the dual 
occupancy parking provisions 
be inserted into Chapter G21. 

• The existing arrangement of 
parking provision per 
bedroom, rather than floor 
space, is considered to be 
most suitable way to provide 
appropriate onsite parking.  
This request is not supported.  

• No change recommended.  

 
Table G13.2 – Chapter G13: Single Dwellings, Additions and Ancillary Structures - summary of major submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

31 • A2.1 'Height and bulk' (page 7), why must dual 
occupancy development in the RU1, RU2 and 
RU4 zones be attached?  In view of the larger lot 
sizes the visual and other impacts on 
neighbouring properties will be less significant. 
Arguments in favour of dual occupancy apply 
equally to those on these rural lots as to those on 
residential lots and there could be circumstances 

• Shoalhaven LEP 2014 regulates 
the permissibility of a land use in 
a zone.  Council has taken the 
consistent approach that 
dwellings in a rural context should 
be low density and appear as one 
‘house’.  This view has been 
maintained through the 

• No subsequent 
Recommendation. 
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where it is not feasible/desirable to have attached 
dual occupancy. 

preparation of the Shoalhaven 
LEP 2014.  The permissibility of 
dual occupancy (detached) in the 
RU1, RU2 and RU4 zones cannot 
be resolved through the DCP. 

88 • Table pages 12-13 - The side setback (no road 
frontage) and rear/side setback to public reserve 
provisions in the acceptable solution apply to all 
dual occupancy.  Lot sizes/infill should be 
replaced with ‘All Dual Occupancy Development’ 
for both. The acceptable solutions should not be 
split at for side setback (no road frontage).  The 
side setbacks for Dual Occupancy in rural Zones 
should be consistent with side setbacks for single 
dwellings in G12. 

• The setbacks in the table on 
pages 12-13 should be reviewed 
to identify whether they should 
apply to all dual occupancy, or 
retain the split depending on lot 
size/infill.  The suitability of side 
setbacks for dwellings being 
applied to dual occupancy should 
also be investigated. 

• Review how the dual 
occupancy setbacks 
(Table, pages 12-13) are 
applied.  

140 • A2.1. It is questionable why in RU1, RU2 and 
RU4 both dwellings must be attached. (p7)  It is 
noted that this is as stipulated in SLEP14 but 
nevertheless in view of the larger lot sizes the 
visual and other impacts on neighbouring 
properties will be less significant. Arguments in 
favour of dual occupancy apply equally to those 
on these rural lots as to those on residential lots 
and there could be circumstances where it is not 
feasible/desirable to have attached dual 
occupancy. 

• Shoalhaven LEP 2014 regulates 
the permissibility of a land use in 
a zone.  Council has taken the 
consistent approach that 
dwellings in a rural context should 
be low density and appear as one 
‘house’.  This view has been 
maintained through the 
preparation of the Shoalhaven 
LEP 2014.  The permissibility of 
dual occupancy (detached) in the 
RU1, RU2 and RU4 zones cannot 
be resolved through the DCP.  

 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 

185 • Section 5.1 – Acceptable Solution – A1.2 Council 
will not permit dual occupancy on battle-axe lots 
with an area of less than 1000m2. This is a 

• There is merit in undertaking 
further investigation into the 
numerical standard for dual 

• Undertake further 
investigation into the new 
A1.2 on page 6.  

 
Special Development Committee-8 October 2014 

Page 99 



 
significant change to the Council’s position and 
should be subject to more detailed and specific 
community consultation rather than an imposition 
in the City Wide DCP. 1000m2 is excessive when 
one considers that only 700 / 800 m2 is required 
for detached dual occupancy development in 
other residential circumstances – it runs contrary 
to the listed objective:  Allow for the optimal use of 
land for residential purposes.  This provision 
should be reduced and clarity provided as to 
whether the specified minimum area includes 
area of the access handle. Further, Council 
generally seeks to optimise the use of residential 
land particularly in “close” proximity to CBD areas 
through increased density of development and 
dual occupancy is one mechanism that achieves 
optimal use while providing housing for people to 
age in place close to town centres.  

occupancy on battle-axe lots.   
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CHAPTER G14: OTHER RESIDENTIAL ACCOMMODATION 
 
Chapter G14: Other Residential Accommodation is a generic chapter that relates to a range of residential accommodation that is not 
addressed in other chapters of the draft DCP. This chapter addresses multi dwelling housing, attached dwellings, integrated housing, 
residential flat buildings, shop top housing, seniors housing, boarding houses, group homes and hostels. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 4 

 
 
Recommendation G14 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G14.1 and G14.2. 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G14.1 – Chapter G14: Other Residential Accommodation - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

89 • Page 4 – Section 1 - Integrated housing 
development has definition in DCP.  It 
should be highlighted green.  The second 
paragraph in the Note should be deleted 
as there is a definition in DCP. 

• Page 5 – Objective 3 ‘Security, Site 

• Requested changes 
supported. 

• Page 4 – Section 1 – Highlight 
‘Integrated housing’ green.  Delete the 
second paragraph in the Note. 

 
 
• Page 5 – Objective 3 ‘Security, Site 
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Facilities and Services’ - New medium 
density may well be in a single dwelling 
transition area and blending with the 
streetscape may not be appropriate 
suggest the use of ‘compliment’ instead 
of ‘blend’.  

• A1.4, page 6 -Update as laundry facilities 
are now normally included in units: ‘A1.4 
External clothes drying facilities are to be 
provided at a rate of 7.5 metres of line per 
dwelling, unless clothes drying facilities 
are provided within units. 

• Acceptable solutions, page 7 - Some of 
these acceptable solutions have come 
from other than DCP 71 and still retain 
some specific provisions that are not 
considered appropriate for a generic 
code.  Suggest the following wording: 

− A2.2 Any two storey component is 
to be located to minimise the visual 
intrusion and shading on adjacent private 
open space. 

− A2.5 The driveway alignment 
should be designed to avoid a gun barrel 
effect down the side boundary. 

− A2.7 Living area windows are not 
located adjacent to a shared driveway at 
ground-floor level. 

− A2.8 Units are clustered around a 
central communal space area. 

• A2.4, page 7 - This is not a generic 

Facilities and Services’ –‘compliment’ 
replace with ‘blend’. 

 
 
 
• A1.4, page 6 - Amend to read: 

“External clothes drying facilities are 
to be provided at a rate of 7.5 metres 
of line per dwelling, unless clothes 
drying facilities are provided within 
units”. 

 
 
 
 
 
• A2.2, page 7 - Change to read: “Any 

two storey component is to be located 
to minimise the visual intrusion and 
shading on adjacent private open 
space” 

• Amend A2.5 to read: “The driveway 
alignment should be designed to avoid 
a gun barrel effect down the side 
boundary.” 

• A2.7, page 7 - Change to read:
 “Living area windows are not 
located adjacent to a shared driveway 
at ground-floor level” 

• A2.8, page 7 - Change to read: “Units 
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provision and should be deleted – a 
medium density site may already be large 
enough. 

• A2.6, page 7 - Delete – relates to body 
corporate management only relating to 
driveway – in fact the body corporate 
management relates to all buildings on 
the site. 

• Note, page 11 - Note:  within the vicinity 
of a heritage item – Not defined in DCP 
should not be green. 

• Figure 13, page 23 - Relocate Figure 13 
to RFB section at 5.3 as it is not relevant 
to the section it is in. 

• Car Parking, page 23 - No provisions in 
G21 from DCP71 for parking for Medium 
Density. 

are clustered around a central 
communal space area”. 

• A2.4, page 7 - Delete. 
• A2.6, page 7 - Delete. 
 
• Note, page 11 – the term ‘vicinity of a 

heritage item’ is in the dictionary, it 
should be green – ‘within the’ should 
not be green.   

• Figure 7, (page 16) - Amend to reflect 
building envelope provisions. 

• Move Figure 13 to Section 5.3. 
• Insert multi dwelling housing parking 

requirements in Chapter G21. 

89 • A1.1, page 14 - Change to same as 
Chapter G12 with envelope and LEP 
height limits, medium density definitely 
should not be limited to two storeys. 
 

• Reintroducing building 
envelope into this Section is 
supported.   

• There is also merit in 
reintroducing the acceptable 
solution that addresses 
height and encroachments.   

• Amend Figure 7 to reflect building 
envelope provisions (side only).   

• A1.1, (page 14) - change to: ‘The 
maximum height of the building 
complies with the height controls set 
by Shoalhaven LEP 2014’.   

• Insert new A1.2 (above notes), (page 
14) ‘Buildings are sited within a 
building envelope determined by the 
following method.  Planes are 
projected at 45 degrees from a height 
of 5m above existing ground level at 
the front, side and rear boundary as 
shown in Figure 7’.   
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• Change numbering of A1.2-A1.4 (page 

15) to A1.3 and 1.5.  
110 • Chapter G14, (page 20, 27 and 29) 

replace Shoalhaven Contributions Plan 
2010 and Section 94 Contributions Plan 
2010 references with “Contributions Plan” 
to provide consistency throughout the 
document. 

• Chapter G14, Scale and Density Section 
(Page 8) place Advisory Note above 
Acceptable Solution A1.1.     

• The requested changes 
provided will ensure clearer 
guidance in relation to 
provisions and provide 
consistency with other plans. 
 

• Replace reference to ‘Shoalhaven 
Contributions Plan 2010’ and ‘Section 
94 Contributions Plan 2010’ (page 20, 
27 and 29) with “Contributions Plan”. 

• Move the Advisory Note for Chapter 
G14, Scale and Density Section (Page 
8) to sit above Acceptable Solution 
A1.1.     

 
 • Chapter 14, Building Envelope and Siting 

Section, Acceptable Solution A1.1 (Page 
14) amend (as per Submission 
Attachment “A”) and Figure 7: Building 
Envelope example is amended 
accordingly consistent with Chapters G6 
Figure 6, G12 Figure 2 and G13 Figure 1. 
This requested change will separate out 
height and building envelope provisions 
for clearer guidance and provide 
consistency with SLEP 2014. 

• This suggestion is a result of 
a change to the building 
envelope approach to avoid 
conflict between the height 
provisions in the LEP and the 
DCP.  A storey option was 
suggested whereby height, 
for the purpose of the 
envelope, is controlled by a 
two storey height limit with 
each storey being allocated a 
maximum height of 3 metres.  
This approach is not 
considered to be the most 
appropriate way to address 
the loss of height within the 
building envelope.  See 
submission 89 for preferred 
approach.  
 

• No subsequent Recommendation. 

141 • Typographical error on p.27 – note at the • Requested change • Amend the first sentence in the note at 
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top of the page. Should read ‘If your 
proposal is three (3)’ not you. 

supported. the top of page 27 to read ‘if your 
proposal…’ 

157 • Chapter is totally new. Questions if the 
Chapter has proven precedents 
elsewhere and the outcomes have been 
checked?  

• Page 8, A1.3 example is incomplete. 
 

• Requests not supported. The 
majority of this DCP Chapter 
is based on DCP 71 – 
Medium Density Housing and 
provides guidance on State 
Policies. Other land uses that 
fall within the ‘residential 
accommodation’ group in 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014 have 
been identified to ensure they 
are addressed by the 
Shoalhaven DCP.  

• A1.3 (page 8) – example is 
complete but spreads to the 
following page 9. Formatting 
changes will be included in 
the final DCP version.  

• No subsequent recommendation. 

157 • A1.1 (page 17) – Needs clarified - glazing 
or windows and glass doors? 

• Requested change is 
supported.  

• Insert a note in the ‘Views, Visual 
Privacy and Acoustic Privacy’ Section 
on page 17 that provides the 
Dictionary DCP definition to improve 
usability and reads: ‘Note: Windows 
include a roof skylight, glass panel, 
glass brick, glass louvre, glazed sash, 
glazed door, translucent sheeting or 
other device which transmits natural 
light directly from outside a building to 
the room concerned’. 
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Table G14.2 – Chapter 14: Other Residential Accommodation - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

• 89 • 5.4 Seniors Housing (page 23)- As seniors housing is a 
permissible use in LEP 2014 it is essential that there are some 
design provisions where development can be carried out without 
relying on the SEPP, it is suggested that the relevant clauses of 
the SEPP be included as acceptable solutions.   
Proposed Objectives –  

− To encourage the provision of housing (including 
residential care facilities) that will:  

a. Increase the supply and diversity of residences that 
meet the needs of seniors or people with a disability; 
and 

b. Make efficient use of existing infrastructure and 
services; and 

c. Be of good design.   
Proposed performance Criteria –  
P1) The development is designed for use by Seniors or people 
with a Disability.  
P2) The development does not adversely impact on the amenity 
of adjoining development.   
Proposed acceptable solution – A1.1) The development is 
designed in accordance with Part 3 of SEPP (Housing for Seniors 
or People with a Disability 2004). 

• 5.5 Boarding Houses and Group Homes (page 28) - As boarding 
houses and Group Homes are permissible uses in LEP 2014 it is 
essential that there are some design provisions where 
development can be carried out without relying on the SEPP, it is 
suggested that the relevant clauses of the SEPP be included as 

• Requested change 
supported. 

• Prepare a set of 
objectives, performance 
criteria and acceptable 
solutions for future 
inclusion in Sections 
5.4 and 5.5 relating to 
Seniors housing and 
Boarding houses/Group 
homes.  
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acceptable solutions.   
Proposed performance criteria –  
P1) Boarding House development is designed to be compatible 

with surrounding development and cater for the amenity of 
occupants.  

P2) Group Homes are designed to provide for the needs of 
people with a disability or who are socially disadvantaged. 
Proposed acceptable solution – A1.1) The boarding house 
development is designed in accordance with Part 2 Division 3 
of SEPP (Affordable Rental Housing 2009). A2.1) The Group 
Home is designed in accordance with Part 2 Division 7 of 
SEPP (Affordable Rental Housing 2009). 
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CHAPTER G15: TOURIST DEVELOPMENT IN RURAL AREAS  
 
Chapter G15: Tourist Development in Rural Areas is a generic chapter that relates to the following forms of development in the Shoalhaven:  

• Eco-tourist facilities.  
• Tourist and visitor accommodation.  
• Tourist cabins.  
• Bed and breakfast accommodation.  
• Farmstay accommodation.  
• Adaptive re-use of rural buildings for tourist accommodation.  
• Guesthouse accommodation.  
• Tourist resorts.  

 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 2 
Total 4 

 
Recommendation G15 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G15.1.  
 
 
Key Issues  
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Table G15.1 – Chapter G15: Tourist Development in Rural Areas - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

90 • Page 5, Section 5.1.1 - It is recommended that 
accessibility requirements be included and the 
following is suggested:  
New performance Criteria P6 - The development 
meets the accessibility requirements.   
New Acceptable Solution A1.1 - Where buildings 
and car parks are required to be accessible, the 
development will comply with Part D3 of the 
Building Code of Australia, and the design will 
comply with AS2890.1 and AS2890.6. 

• Page 7, Bushfire - Third dot point should read: 
‘Tourist Visitor Accommodation is a special fire 
protection purpose which requires referral to 
NSW Rural Fire Service (RFS) Headquarters.  
Additional information may be required by NSW 
RFS and conditions enforced’. 

• A2.2 Section 5.1.4, (page 8) - Noise control 
solution not well worded suggest it read: A2.2
 Noise level from the premises measured at 
the property boundary does not exceed 
background levels by more than 5 dba. 

• A1.3 (page 13) - is considered to be potentially 
confusing as there are tourist zones and other 
zones where tourist facilities are permissible 
suggest the replacement of “zoned for Tourist 
use” for “ where tourist use is permissible”. 

• P4, (page 16) - is a bit vague as it refers to 

• Requested changes 
are supported. 

• Insert new performance criteria and 
acceptable solution (Page 5, Section 
5.1.1) as follows:  
New performance Criteria –  
“P6 The development meets 
accessibility requirements”.   
New Acceptable Solution –  
“A1.1 Where buildings and car parks 
are required to be accessible, the 
development will comply with Part D3 
of the Building Code of Australia, with 
AS2890.1 and AS2890.6”. 

• Change third dot point (Page 7, 
Bushfire) to: ‘Tourist Visitor 
Accommodation is a special fire 
protection purpose...’ 

• Replace A2.2 (Section 5.1.4, page 8) 
with: “Noise level from the premises 
measured at the property boundary 
does not exceed background levels by 
more than 5 dba”. 

• Replace “zoned for Tourist use” in A1.3 
(Page 13) with “where tourist use is 
permissible”. 

• Replace P4 (page 16) with: ‘Where a 
dwelling entitlement cannot be 
demonstrated, a managers residence 
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meeting the requirements of Council – suggest it 
read: P4 Where a dwelling entitlement cannot 
be demonstrated, a managers residence may 
only be considered if it is part of a bona fide 
tourist facility. 

may only be considered if it is part of a 
bona fide tourist facility.’ 

 • A2.1, (page 14) - Is it intended that a single 
Cabin can be permissible, previously only as 
Bed and Breakfast? 

• A single cabin can be 
permissible under the 
Shoalhaven LEP 
2014.  No changes to 
this acceptable 
solution are 
recommended. 

• No subsequent Recommendation. 

111 • Reference to Section 94 Contributions Plan 
2010 (Page 17) should be changed to 
“Contributions Plan”, consistent with DCP 
Document.   

• Chapter G15 contains provisions for other types 
of tourist development that is not on rural or 
environmental land (e.g. B&B accommodation). 
Chapter title should be changed to ‘Tourist and 
Visitor Accommodation’ and amend title page, 
header, footer and body accordingly. 

• Requested changes 
are supported. 

• Change reference to Section 94 
Contributions Plan 2010 (Page 17) to 
“Contributions Plan”, consistent with 
DCP Document.   

• Change G15 Chapter title to ‘Tourist 
and Visitor Accommodation’.  Amend 
title page, header, footer and body 
accordingly. 

142 • Typographical error - Section 5.5, P4 (page 16) 
replace ‘it’ with ‘if’.  

• Typographical error - Section 6.1, 2nd External 
Policy & Guideline listed (page 17) replace 
‘renal’ with ‘rental’. 

• Requested changes 
are supported. 

• Amend P4 (Section 5.5, page 16) and 
replace the word ‘it’ with ‘if’. 

• Replace ‘renal’ with ‘rental’ in Section 
6.1, 2nd External Policy & Guideline 
listed (page 17).  

186 • The inclusion of a single tourist cabin as a 
form of permissible tourist and visitor 
accommodation is noted and encouraged, as 
is the provision of slightly higher density of 

• Positive feedback 
noted.  

• There is merit in 
reviewing whether 

• Review Table 1 to identify whether the 
purpose requires the application to be 
integrated.  The table should be 
updated accordingly.  
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cabins per hectare to the recently changed 1 
cabin per 2ha acceptable solution from the 
original 3 per 2ha.  

• Bushfire comment – tourist and visitor 
accommodation is a special fire protection 
purposes under the Rural Fires Act and not a 
special firefighting purpose and therefore 
represents an integrated development 
application requiring approval of the NSW 
Rural Fire Service under Section 100B of the 
Act. 

the application 
would be integrated 
and update Table 1, 
page 7 accordingly. 
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CHAPTER G16: SHORT TERM RENTAL ACCOMMODATION 
 
Chapter G16: Short Term Rental Accommodation is a new generic chapter that relates to the management of Short Term Rental 
Accommodation in Shoalhaven. It provides guidelines for managers, owners and occupants and clarifies amenity impact. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 2 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions  
Total 3 

 
Recommendation G13 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G16.1.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G16.1 – Chapter G16: Short Term Rental Accommodation - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 

 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

13 • Section 5.1, A6.2 - should be changed so 
that "Bins should not sit on the kerbside 
for longer than 1 day before collection". 

• The intent of this acceptable 
solution is to ensure that bins were 
not put out days before collection if 
the short term rental was to be 
vacated prior to bin day.  This 
submission has identified that there 
is also merit in controlling bins on 
the kerb after collection.   

• Amend A6.2 (Section 5.1) to read: 
"Bins should not sit on the 
kerbside for longer than 1 day 
before or after collection". 
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143 • The Ulladulla & Districts Community 

Forum supports the inclusion of a 
Chapter on Short Term Rental 
Accommodation to lessen the 
interference with the amenity of the 
neighbourhood in any way and give clear 
outlines of the responsibilities of a 
property owner or manager, to ensure 
consistency in decision-making and 
response when dealing with complaints. 

• Positive feedback noted. • No subsequent recommendation. 

143 • Alignment errors on p.5 – A7.1 1st & 2nd 
lines are justified not left aligned and A8.2 
1st line is justified not left aligned. 

• Grammatical error on p.7 – A1.1 
“…management agent who: Has authority 
from you (to) respond to any complaints. 

• Requested changes supported. • Left align A7.1, A7.2 and A8.2.  
• Amend the first dot point in A1.1, 

(Section 5.3, page 7) to read: ‘has 
authority from you to respond to 
any complaints’. 
 

158 • New policy, drawn from Kiama – 
suggests that it should be assessed at 
more length and advertised as a new 
policy. There is ambiguity possible in the 
definition of not more than 45 consecutive 
days in any 12 month period (= Total or 
for a given person?) 

• Request not supported. 
• As part of the adoption of 

SLEP2014, Council resolved to 
include a citywide DCP chapter for 
short-term rental accommodation 
based on Kiama Municipal 
Council’s approach. The length of 
stay referenced on page 3 under 
Section 3 Context is copied from 
Shoalhaven LEP 2014 and refers 
to the number of days that the 
dwelling is used for short-term 
rental accommodation. Its 
application is per individual/group.   

• No subsequent recommendation. 
As the LEP provision (and 
proposed DCP Chapter) are new 
they need to be allowed to 
practically operate and if needed 
be reviewed later. 
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CHAPTER G17: BUSINESS AND COMMERCIAL AND RETAIL ACTIVITIES  
 
Chapter G17: Business, Commercial and Retail Activities is a generic chapter that provides guidelines for business, commercial and retail land 
uses as well as the specific uses of markets, roadside stalls and commercial activities on footpaths in HSoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 1 

 
Recommendation G17 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G17.1.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G17.1 – Chapter G17: Business, Commercial and Retail Activities - summary of minor submission issues, comments and 
recommendations 
 

Submissio
n number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

24 • A2.4 (page 10) & A3.9 (page 
11):Suggest replacing A2.4 with 
A3.9. 

• The two separate acceptable 
solutions should be retained 
as one refers to the 
commercial display area and 
the other display stands.  It 
would be helpful to ensure 
reference to the 800mm refers 

• Amend 2.4 (page 10) to: “The maximum 
width of the commercial display area is not 
to exceed 800mm in depth.  The height of 
the display must be sufficient to ensure the 
display itself is not a trip hazard”.   

• Amend 3.9 (page 11) to: “Display stands 
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to depth as per recommended 
wording.  

must be stable, firmly secured and of high 
quality design.  Display stands should be a 
minimum height of 700mm, maximum 
height of 1m, maximum depth of 800mm 
and maximum width of 3m”. 

24 • Reference to "Outdoor Dining" 
(page 12): Suggest placing under 
heading of “Design” as P 4 & P5 
rather than under its own heading.  

• Reference to P2 A2.2 (glass top 
tables not acceptable): Suggest add 
to P3 A3.3 after text "lightweight 
plastic furniture ...." 

• Moving the outdoor 
acceptable solutions to the 
Design Section is supported.   

• Delete the Advisory Note below the 
Outdoor Dining heading on page 12. 

• Delete P1 (Outdoor Dining, page 12) and 
move content of A1.1 to below A2.3.  
Amend the text to read: “Where the clear 
width for pedestrian use is less than 2m, 
for an outdoor dining use, suitable 
handrails or appropriate barricades may be 
considered along the kerbside.”  

• Delete P2 (Outdoor Dining, page 12) and 
move A2.1 and A2.2 to below A3.2. 

24 • Section 6.1 - remove reference to 
"licence", replace with “approval”  

• Section 6.2 – clarify that S125 of 
Roads Act is for Outdoor Dining and 
S138 or S139A for A-Board 
Signage, Advertising or 
Merchandise Display.  
 

• The requested changes are 
supported 

• Replace reference to ‘licence’ in Section 6.1 
with ‘approval’. 

• Insert a new section 6. titled ‘Additional 
approvals required’ and include the 
following text: “In addition to requiring 
development consent from Council, for the 
commercial use of the footpath, you may 
also need to obtain an approval under: 
− Section 125 of the Roads Act 1993 for 

outdoor dining; and 
− Section 138 or Section 139A of the 

Roads Act 1993 for A-board signs, 
advertising or merchandise displays. 

− Section 68 of the Local Government Act 
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1993.” 

• Amend draft 6.2 to only refer to the 
Disability Discrimination Act 1992, Roads 
Act 1993 and Local Government Act 1993. 

24 • There is consideration of alcohol 
consumption on the footpath for 
outdoor dining where small pubs 
and bars may have a liquor licence 
and possibly want to extend to the 
footpath. 

• Support including a new 
section 6.3 on liquor licencing 
as suggested.  The content is 
based on the wording in DCP 
No.120 that was omitted from 
the draft DCP.  

• Insert a new section 6.3 titled ‘Liquor 
licence requirements’ and include the 
following text:   
“The selling or consumption of liquor is 
only permitted if the appropriate licence 
under the Liquor Act 2007 and the Liquor 
Regulation 2008 has been obtained from 
the NSW Office of Liquor, Gaming and 
Racing (OLGR).   
You must have development consent for 
your food and drink premises before 
applying to the OLGR for a liquor licence.  
This must include service of alcohol in 
conjunction with an outdoor dining area on 
the public footpath.   
An existing consent for a food and drink 
premises may require modification to 
enable approval for the service of alcohol. 
Consent for the service of alcohol in 
conjunction with the outdoor dining area 
on the public area will not be permitted 
where the locality is a defined Alcohol Free 
Area under provisions of the LG Act 1993. 
Further information can be obtained at 
http://www.licence.nsw.gov.au/new/categor
ies/liquor-gaming.” 
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CHAPTER G18: STREETSCAPE DESIGN FOR TOWN CENTRES 
 
Chapter G18: Streetscape Design for Town Centres is a proposed generic chapter that will be based on a review of DCP 80 - Streetscape 
Guidelines for Paving and Tree Planting in the Nowra CBD.  The extensive separate review is currently underway, and at this stage, will not be 
included in the DCP.  Chapter G18 will be reserved for the revised content in this regard that is running through a separate preparation and 
consideration process.  
 
No submissions were received in relation to this Chapter.  
 
Recommendation G18 - Change reference to ‘draft citywide DCP’ in the Chapter note to ‘Shoalhaven DCP’.  
 
 
CHAPTER G19: HOME BASED BUSINESS ACTIVITIES 
 
Chapter G19: Home Based Business Activities is a generic chapter that relates to home business, home industries and home occupations in 
Shoalhaven. 
 
No submissions were received in relation to this Chapter.  
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions  
Total 1 

 
Recommendation G19 - Adopt Chapter G19 Home Based Business Activities as exhibited with minor amendments to rectify 
typographical errors and formatting.   
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Key Issues 
 
Table G19.1  - Chapter G19 – Home Based Business Activities - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

179 • The introduction to this chapter should note that 
home occupations are permissible in most 
residential & rural zones without development 
consent and that this chapter effectively relates to 
those activities which do not meet the standards 
of SEPP Codes, or are applicable to home based 
business and home based industries. 

• Section 3 already provides 
this information, the request 
is not supported.   

• No change recommended.  
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CHAPTER G20: INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Chapter G20: Industrial Development is a new generic chapter that relates to all industrial development within Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 3 
Total 3 

 
Recommendation G12 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G20.1 and G20.2.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G20.1 – Chapter G20: Industrial Development - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

130 • A1.1, (page 7) - One of the key reasons that industrial 
sites are fenced is for security purposes.  The typical 
chain and wire security fence used on many industrial 
sites in Shoalhaven is 2.4m in height.  This allows for the 
gates and primarily the front fencing to be higher than the 
rest of the fence, which improves security.   
Many industrial sites are located in remote areas and 
valuable items are stored on these sites, as such security 

• This change is supported 
as the submission provides 
detailed operation 
justification for an increase 
in heights from 2.1m to 
2.4m.  Further, the Codes 
SEPP enables a fence 
height of 3m in industrial 
areas. 

• Increase the maximum 
fence height in A1.1 
(page 7) to 2.4m. 
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fencing is an important component of theses industrial 
developments.   
In certain industrial developments, additional electronic 
fencing is required by insurance companies and this is 
usually higher than and immediately to the rear of the 
mesh & barbed wire fence. In some cases additional laser 
beam security is also erected on structures much higher 
than 2.4m.   

• REQUESTED ACTION: That AS A1.1 be amended from 
maximum 2.1m to maximum 2.4m.  This would not 
change the intent of the AS. 

112 • Ensure provisions in Chapter G20 are consistent with 
Chapter V2: Building Lines so there is no conflict between 
Chapters. 

• Requested change is 
supported. 

• Review provisions in 
Chapter G20 Industrial 
against Chapter V2 
Building Lines to ensure 
consistency. 

 
Table G20.2 – Chapter G20: Industrial Development - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

50 • 5.2 Additional Area Specific Controls, A1.2 minimum front 
setback of 15m - This requirement conflicts with DCP100 
( i.e. G11 Subdivision) which requires a 15m front building 
line for Flinders Rd and a 10m building line for other 
roads. A 10m front building line is also consistent with the 
complying development requirements 5A.10 of SEPP 
Exempt & Complying Development 2008. 

• A3.2 (page 5) - The minimum setback of 6m should be 
increased to 8m with the average being 9m so that any 
concessions are minimised and the overall objective of 

• A detailed investigation 
should be undertaken into 
industrial setbacks 
(including the concessional 
zone), particularly where 
the provisions in G20 
conflict with another 
chapter in the Shoalhaven 
DCP.    

• The concessional zone 
concept currently only 

• Undertake a detailed 
investigation into: 
− industrial setbacks 

(including the 
concessional zone); 
and 

− the application of a 
similar concept to 
concessional zones 
when reduced 
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the 10m setback is retained. 

• A3.5 (page 5) - The concessional zone concept should be 
replicated across all the industrial zones to enable a 
consistent assessment of when reduced setbacks are 
proposed. 

applies to the Bellevue 
Street, Prosperity Street, 
Jellicoe Street, Central 
Avenue, Quinns Lane and 
Browns Road, South 
Nowra.  There would be 
merit in investigating the 
application of a similar 
concept when reduced 
setbacks are proposed 
throughout the city. 
 

setbacks are 
proposed throughout 
the city 

130 • A1.1, (page 3) - In an industrial area, when a 
development application is prepared the site analysis 
should determine site constraints and opportunities and 
the relationship to adjoining land, including the likely 
impact of any cut and fill on adjoining land. After which, 
an appropriate amount of cut and/ or fill can be 
determined on a site by site basis.   
Most of the industrial land in the Shoalhaven is not 
subdivided on a large scale, greenfield basis, rather it is 
developed in a more ad hoc fashion, over time.  As such, 
cut and fill will generally not be undertaken on a large 
scale and individual sites will have different cut and fill 
needs.  
A1.1 is considered reasonable in a residential situation 
and in the context of exempt and complying development.  
However, in the case of industrial land the use of the land 
may be curtailed if cut and fill is limited to 1m as an AS, 
and it is felt the industrial character of the land can still be 
retained with more cut and fill, whilst maximizing the 
usable land on the site.   

• There may be merit in 
supporting this change 
however further 
investigation is required. 

• Investigate the impact of 
removing the cut and fill 
control on industrial 
sites amend and Chapter 
G20 where necessary.   
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Based on the above points, it is requested that AS A1.1 
be reworded to remove the cut and fill being limited to 
1.0m in industrial zones, and to ensure the overall 
objectives and PC P1 are achieved via a performance 
based AS. This would not change the intent of the AS.   
REQUESTED ACTION: Delete AS1.1 entirely or replace 
(after AS1.2) with “Any proposed cut and fill of the site 
demonstrates that impacts on neighbouring land will be 
consistent with outcomes of the site analysis”. 

130 • P3 and A3.1-3.5, (page 5) - The concessional zone has 
been successfully applied in South Nowra, providing both 
design relief and favourable site layout outcomes for the 
end users. For this reason, it is requested that the 
opportunity for the concessional zone apply to all 
industrially zoned land in Shoalhaven.   
REQUESTED ACTION: Move this PC and AS to form P2 
and A2.1 – A2.5 under Part 5.2 Building Setbacks 
(General Controls) with the removal of references to 
“South Nowra” and associated specific street names. 

• There may be merit in 
applying performance 
criteria 3 (page 5) and 
acceptable solutions 3.1-
3.5 to all industrial 
development in 
Shoalhaven.   

• Investigate the feasibility 
of applying concessional 
zone provisions to all 
industrial development 
throughout the city. 
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CHAPTER G21: CAR PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
 
Chapter G21: Car Parking and Traffic is a generic chapter that relates to car parking, access and servicing requirements for all development in 
Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 1 
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 3 
Total 51 

 
Recommendation G21 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G21.1 and G21.2.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G21.1 – Chapter G21: Car Parking and Traffic - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

91 • Page 6 - Dwellings, Dual Occupancy and Medium 
Density need to be included as no provisions in 
specific chapters 

• Requested changes 
supported. 

• Include parking numbers for 
dwellings, dual occupancy and 
medium density development(page 
6).  

91 • Page 6 and page 10 – Pubs and registered clubs 
and Restaurant/Conference and Reception 
Centres. Recommend changing ‘refreshment 

• Requested change 
supported - Term 
refreshment room is 

• Change ‘refreshment rooms’ to 
‘Restaurant or Café’ (Page 6 and 
page 10). 
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rooms’ to ‘Restaurant or Café’.  outdated.   

91 • Page 7 – Service Station and Convenience Store – 
consider changing term ‘car repair station’ to 
‘vehicle repair station’. 

• The proposed term is 
consistent with 
Shoalhaven LEP 
2014.   

• Change term ‘car repair station’ to 
‘vehicle repair station’ (page 7). 

113 • Include all amendments to DCP 18 (Amendment 4) 
in Chapter. 

• Draft DCP No.18 
(Amendment 4) was 
exhibited through a 
separate process, 
however, the 
outcomes of the 
exhibition are yet to 
be reported and 
considered.   

• Draft Amendment 4, former DCP 
No.18 becomes an Amendment to 
Shoalhaven DCP once it has been 
reported and finalised.   

113 • Replace reference to Section 94 Contributions 
Plan 2010 (Page 27) with “Contributions Plan” 
consistent with DCP document. 

• Insert additional wording that connects shortfall of 
parking for commercial and industrial development 
calculated under Chapter G21 by applying the 
Contributions Plan (i.e. pay a contribution per car 
parking space instead of providing onsite parking). 

• Rephrase Acceptable Solution A3.4 in Section 5.2 
(page 11), as Amendment 4 will mean stack 
parking will be considered for mixed use 
development with a management plan. 

• Throughout the Chapter (and whole DCP), decide 
whether to use ‘m’ or metre –consistent approach 
should be adopted. 
 

• Chapter 21, Section 5.1 Car Parking, Medium 

• Requested changes 
supported. 

• Replace reference to Section 94 
Contributions Plan 2010 (Page 27) 
with “Contributions Plan”. 

• Insert an Advisory Note in Section 
5.1 (Car parking - Commercial and 
Industrial development) as follows: 
“Where a shortfall of parking 
spaces has been identified, a 
contribution per car parking space 
may be considered under the 
Contribution Plan in lieu of 
providing the shortfall on the site”.  

• Rephrase Acceptable Solution A3.4 
(Section 5.2 Page 11) as follows: 
“Stack parking of vehicles is not 
supported by Council unless part of 
a mixed use development with a 
management plan”.  
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Density/Residential flat buildings - remove current 
reference to Chapter G13 and replace with 
relevant provisions from DCP 57 Dual Occupancy 
Development to ensure Car Parking provisions in 
this regard are included in DCP. 

• Chapter 21, Section 5.1 Car Parking Markets - the 
intent of the standard be clarified and amended to 
provide a clearer control. 

• Adopt a consistent approach of ‘m’ 
when referring to metres through 
the Chapter and document. 

• Delete reference to Chapter G13 
(Section 5.1 Car Parking, Medium 
Density/ Residential flat buildings) 
and replace with relevant 
provisions from formerDCP 57 Dual 
Occupancy Development. 
 

• Clarify the intent of Markets 
(Section 5.1) to provide a clearer 
control prior adoption. 

144 • Typographical error on  p.10 – “ within urban areas 
- 25% reduction on parking required for the 
refreshment room/conference/reception (ility)’ 

• Typographical error on p.21 in Figure title  ‘Suitable 
Plan(t)s Species for Carparks 

• The requirement for additional parking  for medical 
practices (page 8) related to the number of 
practitioners is supported. 

• Page 26 -  P4 and A4.1 and 4.2 regarding extra 
provisions for Bicycle is fully supported. 

 • Amend the first dot point on page 
10 in the Land Use Schedule for 
Restaurant/Conference and 
Reception Centres used in 
conjunction with Tourist 
Accommodation to read: “within 
urban areas – 25% reduction on 
parking required for the 
refreshment 
room/conference/reception”.  

• Amend the figure title on (page 21) 
to read ‘Suitable Plant Species for 
Car parks’. 

• Positive feedback noted. No 
subsequent recommendation.  

178 • Section 5.1 does not contain car parking 
acceptable solutions for single dwelling houses, 
dual occupancy or medium density housing 

• Requested change 
has merit. 

• Include parking numbers for 
dwellings, dual occupancy and 
medium density on page 6.  
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(multi-unit dwelling) developments  

178 • Section 5.3 Access - Acceptable Solution A1.1  - 
‘Development must be designed so that vehicles 
enter and leave the premises in a forward 
direction.’ This statement is overly onerous when 
applied to small scale residential development 
such as single houses and dual occupancy 
development. It needs to be reworded so that it 
does not preclude development where a car 
reverses onto a quiet residential street when 
exiting. The current wording if applied literally 
could reduce residential densities by obligating 
increased driveway widths and set-backs for 
dwelling houses and thereby preclude the 
optimal development of residential land. 

• Council’s position is 
require vehicles to 
enter and leave the 
premises in a 
forward direction to 
promote safety of 
pedestrians and 
road users. This is 
a widely accepted 
solution across the 
industry.   

• The request is not 
supported. 

• No change recommended.  

178 • Section 5.2 Parking Layout and Dimensions  - 
Acceptable Solution A3.4  ‘Stack parking of 
vehicles is not supported by Council’.  This 
statement is too inflexible and if taken literally 
could preclude residential development where 
two parking spaces are required one being 
provided in a covered garage and the other 
space in front of the garage. This arrangement is 
very common throughout the city and on 
residential streets where a family has two 
vehicles is not generally problematic. Wording 
needs to be amended to provide the required 
flexibility for these type of situations. The current 
wording if applied literally could reduce 
residential densities by obligating increased 
driveway widths and set-backs for dwelling 
houses and thereby preclude the optimal 
development of residential land. Alternatively it 

• Council’s position is 
not to support 
tandem/stack 
parking unless part 
of a mixed use 
development with a 
management plan 
or a variation 
statement is 
submitted and 
supported by 
Council.  The 
request is not 
supported.  

• Rephrase Acceptable Solution 
A3.4 (Section 5.2 Page 11) as 
follows: “Stack parking of vehicles 
is not supported by Council unless 
part of a mixed use development 
with a management plan”.  
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needs to be clarified that the provisions of 
Chapter G21 do not apply to this type of 
development.  
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Table G21.2 – Chapter G21: Car Parking and Traffic - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 

Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

91 • The parking provisions for Holiday Cabin and Serviced 
Apartments need to be reviewed for parity with other 
tourist uses following adoption of DCP. 

• Request is supported. 
  

• Review the provisions for 
Holiday Cabins and 
Serviced Apartments for 
consistency with other 
tourist uses.  

91 • Page 21 and 22 – Drivers with a Disability - Suggest 
the removal of A1.2, A1.3, A1.4, A1.5, A1.6, A1.7, 
A1.8, A1.9 as well as Note and diagrams and these are 
in the BCA and Australian Standards and have 
changed. 

• Request is supported - 
outdated or redundant 
content should be 
removed from the DCP.   

• Review acceptable 
solutions A1.2-A1.9 on 
pages 21 and 22 for 
relevancy. 

102 • Review the  Land use Schedule for Car Parking and 
Traffic as there is some concern the references that 
particular land uses are outdated and may not be land 
use identified in the DCP. 

• Request is supported to 
ensure the Car Parking 
and Traffic Chapter is 
consistent with the DCP 
and for assessment 
purposes there is merit in 
reviewing the Land Use 
Schedule.  

• Review the Land Use 
Schedule to ensure its 
currency. 

144 • Table of Changes – Section 4 Objectives - Deletion of 
second sentence ‘However, where there are site 
constraints which make it difficult for on-site parking, 
formalised parking in the road reserve may be 
considered’ as it not really an objective and could be 
considered as an Acceptable Solution at a later part. 
The Ulladulla & Districts Community Forum does not 
support this change and believes parking on a road 
reserve should not be considered an acceptable 
solution if the developer cannot provide the required 

• The deleted objective has 
not been included as an 
Acceptable Solution in the 
remainder of the Chapter. 
Any proposal to locate car 
parking spaces in the road 
reserve is considered on 
merit on a case by case 
basis.  

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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parking onsite. The deleted objective and possible 
provision is inconsistent with Objectives i and ii in 
Section 4 Objectives.  

144 • Page 6 – “Outdoor Eating Areas - Additional parking is 
not required where the use is associated with the 
approved adjacent business use.”  This is not 
supported and makes no sense e.g. a food outlet which 
was originally a take-away shop and has no indoor 
seating (such as the Mollymook Beach Hut) would not 
be required to provide any parking because all of its 
seating area is outside. A stationary  food van or 
vehicle and a roadside stall is required to provide 4 
spaces and drive-in take away food premises with no 
on-site seating  must provide 12 spaces  – therefore it 
is inconsistent that other premises with outdoor seating 
should not have to provide parking spaces. 

• This provision was carried 
across from adopted 
changes to DCP 18. There 
may be merit in 
considering the concerns 
in a future review of 
Chapter G21 and through 
a separate consultation 
process.  

 

• Review the provisions of 
‘Outdoor eating areas’ 
(page 6) through a separate 
consultation process. 

144 • Page 10 – Provision only for guests and one employee 
at Serviced apartments is incompatible with other 
similar developments which require 1 space per 
employee – Serviced Apartments need cleaners on a 
daily basis and may also require a full time 
handyman/gardener/ maintenance man etc who would 
require parking possibly for a large commercial vehicle.  

• This provision was carried 
across from DCP 18. The 
submission concerns 
should be considered in a 
future review of Chapter 
G21 and through a 
separate consultation 
process. 

• Review the provisions of 
‘Serviced Apartments’ 
(page 10) through a 
separate consultation 
process. 

144 • Page 18 - Regarding Landscape design, P2, A 2.1 
“Perimeter planting to screen the proposed car park is 
to be defined in your landscape plan. The minimum 
width of perimeter planting is 3 metres and 1 metre for 
driveways.” This is excessive and impractical for 
smaller premises, particularly those occupying one 
standard block of land which would require 6 metres of 
a 15 metre width to be used for perimeter planting. 

• This provision was carried 
across from DCP 18. 
Recommended that the 
submissions concerns be 
addressed in a future 
review of Chapter G21 
and through a separate 
consultation process. 

• Review P2 and A2.1 (page 
18) through a separate 
consultation process. 
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CHAPTER G22: ADVERTISING SIGNS AND STRUCTURES  
 
Chapter G22: Advertising Signs and Structures is a generic chapter that relates to proposed signage in Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 1 

 
Recommendation G22 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G22.1.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G22.1 – Chapter G22: Advertising Signs and Structures - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

25 • Delete A6.8 (page 23) is now 
redundant and replace with text 
about requirement for approval under 
Roads Act 1993. 

• Insert reference text from Section 6.1 
of Chapter G17 relating to approval 
and consent requirements.  
 

• The Requested change is 
supported 

• Replace A6.8 (page 23) with the 
following words: “The applicant is to 
obtain an approval under the Roads 
Act 1993 for the occupation of the 
road reserve/footpath”.   

• Insert text box above A6.1 to include 
the following words: “A development 
application and approval application 
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are required and will be assessed 
concurrently by Council.  Council will 
determine the development 
application before approval 
requirements are completed.  
Applications must be made on an 
“Application for Development 
Consent - Consent for Commercial 
Use of a Public Footpath within a 
Public Road” form”.   

25 • Section 5.3 - A number of DA 
consents and Approvals have been 
issued for A-Board signs within a 
road reserve adjacent foreshore 
reserves/beaches for surf schools 
and the like. As this DCP make 
reference to discouraging such signs 
fronting beaches and public 
reserves; and portable signs with 
road reserves how should current 
Consents & Approvals be maintained 
and if these locations are to be 
discouraged is this merit based as 
opposed to prohibited. 

• Council does not support 
fixed/permanent signage in areas 
fronting beaches and public 
reserves. Applications for A-board 
signs of a temporary or moveable 
nature within a footpath area in 
these areas would be assessed 
on merit.  No changes to the 
Section 5.3 are recommended. 
 

• No subsequent Recommendation. 
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CHAPTER G23: JETTIES, WHARF AND BOATING FACILITIES, MOORINGS, MOORING PENS AND BOAT LAUNCHING RAMPS 
 
Chapter G23: Jetties, Wharf and Boating Facilities, Moorings, Mooring Pens and Boat Launching Ramps is a generic chapter that relates to 
the following land uses within Shoalhaven:  
• Jetties.  
• Wharves.  
• Moorings and mooring pens.  
• Boat launching ramps.  
• Wharf and boating facilities.  

 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies 1 
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 3 

 
Recommendation G23 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G23.1 and G23.2.  
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Key Issues  

 
Table G23.1 – Chapter G23: Jetties, Wharf and Boating Facilities, Moorings, Mooring Pens and Boat Launching Ramps - summary of minor 
submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

22 • Where a private waterway structure is 
proposed to be located off a Crown 
reserve for Public Recreation, Crown 
Lands policy allows this only where 
the holder of the tenure for the 
structure is a local council, or the 
structure is for community use and 
has the support of Council. 

• A waterway structure and/or wet area 
located in a public waterway, whether 
off private land or not, requires a 
Crown tenure to cover its occupation 
of the Crown waterway. 

• An advisory text box should be 
included in Section. 

• Include an Advisory Note text box at 
the end of Section 3 as follows: "A 
private waterway structure located off 
a Crown reserve for public recreation 
will only be supported where the 
holder of the structure tenure is 
Council, or the structure is for 
community use and has the support of 
Council. A waterway structure and/or 
wet area located in a public waterway, 
whether off private land or not, 
requires a Crown tenure to cover its 
occupation of the Crown waterway." 

92 • Page 4 - A1.1 This is not an 
acceptable solution recommend 
deleting 

• This change is supported, 
however instead of deletion, it 
would be beneficial to expand 
on A1.1 as follows: ‘The jetty will 
not adversely impact on the 
public use of the public land’. 

• Amend A1.1 to readas follows: ‘The 
jetting will not adversely impact on the 
public use of the public land’. 
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Table G23.2 – Chapter G23: Jetties, Wharf and Boating Facilities, Moorings, Mooring Pens and Boat Launching Ramps - summary of major 
submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

159 • Jetties etc - This is a NEW policy and I suggest 
that it needs more detail and then re-advertising 
for more time to assess what is intended.  
A fuller response follows below.  
Overall, the approach or “acceptable solutions” 
being “considered on their merits” is NOT 
adequate as a Development Control Plan for 
structures to be established in our highly valued 
waterways - whether private or public structures. 
Defined “acceptable solutions” should be 
researched or borrowed, and assembled with 
critical care.  

• This chapter is based on the 
existing provisions included in 
POL12/223 and, as such, is not 
a new development policy. This 
is the current adopted position of 
Council and was advertised as a 
draft DCP chapter in the 
exhibition of draft Shoalhaven 
DCP 2014. No further exhibition 
is considered necessary at this 
point.  Should there be a need to 
revisit the content of this 
Chapter, then this can be done 
in a future review.  

 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 

159 • Suggested amendments to objectives [in]: 
i. Retain areas of public foreshore and 

adjoining water and maintain them so as to 
highlight their natural character and primary 
purpose [as a public resource for general use 
rather than private exploitation]. 

ii. [Retain and] extend public foreshore access 
to the fullest extent [upholding the principle of 
equity. 

** Ensure that the development is compatible 
and complies with all planning zones and 
controls of the adjoining land and waters. 

• The requested changes to these 
objectives are substantial and 
would require further 
investigation and consultation.  

 

• Consider the requested 
changes to Section 4 
Objectives in Chapter G23 
as part of any future review 
of the chapter and through a 
separate consultation 
process.   
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iii. Ensure that development has regard for and 

is sympathetic towards the existing character 
of adjoining land when viewed from the 
waterway. 

iv. Promote an equitable use of the waterway 
amongst adjoining landowners and the 
general public through the minimisation of 
encroachments by individual waterfront 
structures in front of adjoining waterfront 
properties. 

v. Encourage innovative design and the use of 
shared structures where appropriate, to 
minimise the extent of individual residential 
waterfront development. 

** Maintain the principle of public access to the 
waterways, minimising private waterway 
obstruction or and minimising exclusive use 
of intertidal and underwater land. 

vi. Minimise fragmentation and alienation of 
shallow inshore areas, particularly those that 
adjoin public foreshore recreation reserves 
and/or which afford or have potential for 
public foreshore access or which are 
important estuarine habitats. 

vii. Ensure that development has regard for and 
does not adversely affect important estuarine 
flora including seagrasses, mangroves and 
salt-marshes or fauna habitats and fishing 
grounds which may be in proximity to the 
proposed development, by the construction 
or operation of the development – including 
toxic leaching or pollution. 
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viii. Ensure that development does not encroach 

onto navigation channels or adversely affect 
the use of ferries or other service vessels, as 
well as private recreational craft. 

ix. Ensure that structures or their usage do not 
obstruct water circulation or cause rubbish 
accumulation in a manner which is likely to 
adversely affect water quality, cause weed 
accumulation or exacerbate sediment 
accretion, or erosion, particularly to adjoining 
beaches, dunes, riverbanks or waterfront 
land, as all hard structures such as 
breakwaters, groynes, sea-walls, revetments, 
impact very strongly on beaches through 
wave impact aggravation. 

x. Ensure no reduction in environmental 
conservation values using the precautionary 
principle, and encourage the retention and 
preservation of identified human heritage 
items. 

159 • Environmental & sustainability issues – 
waterfront structure pose almost certain marine 
environmental damage through pollution, 
dredging, altering wave patterns, leaching of 
construction materials etc. Concerns for 
immediate and wider effected on marine life and 
vegetation. Waterfront structures including piers, 
groynes and breakwaters can aggravate silting 
and erosion. Parking and service facilities can 
destroy natural shore vegetation and severely 
limit public use of shoreline for private purposes.  

• The concerns regarding 
environmental and sustainability 
issues are noted. The DCP 
Chapter carries over controls 
from an existing Council Policy 
and applies controls where 
jetties, wharf or boating facilities, 
moorings, mooring pens and 
boat launching ramps are 
permitted with consent.  

• Consider the  issues raised 
as part of any future review 
of Chapter G23 and through 
a separate consultation 
process. 

159 • Planning rules and principles – commercial • Concerns regarding the Jervis • Insert a note in Section 2 
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operations are generally not permitted in 
foreshore areas for good marine environment 
reasons. In Jervis Bay and adjoining ocean 
water – development should not be permitted to 
undermine the Marine Park values and goals.  

Bay Marine Park are noted and 
a reference to the Jervis Bay 
Marine Park and additional 
requirements could be included 
in the DCP Chapter.  

• The Department of primary 
Industries, Jervis Bay Marine 
Park were notified of the draft 
DCP exhibition. 

Application that reads: 
“Note: If your proposal is 
within the boundaries of the 
Jervis Bay Marine Park, your 
proposal must address the 
Marine Park Acts 1997 and 
will be referred to the Jervis 
Bay Marine Park Authority”. 

159 • Planning should ensure that: 
− There is no loss of marine and shoreline 

habitat, 
− There is no privatisation of public open 

spaces,  
− Legitimate existing uses are preserved.  

• The planning issues identified 
are considered as part of the 
Section 79C Assessment 
process for any proposed 
development.  
 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 

159 • Waterfront development should be assessed 
with close consideration of: 
− The zoning and existing uses, conservation 

values, access and infrastructure 
− Retaining waterways and marine land for 

public conservation purposes 
− Ensuring free access to waterways and 

marine land for all people 
− The equity principle in planning law. 

• The planning issues identified 
are considered as part of the  
Section 79C Assessment 
process for any proposed 
development.  
 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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CHAPTER G24: RESTRICTED AND SEX SERVICE PREMISES 
 
Chapter G24: Restricted and Sex Services Premises is a generic chapter that relates to restricted premises and sex services premises in 
Shoalhaven. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 1 

 
Recommendation G24 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G24.1.  
 
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G24.1 – Chapter G24: Restricted and Sex Services Premises - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 

 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

114 • Change the Chapter title page for 
G24 Restricted and Sex Services 
Premises to be consistent with the 
body of the document. 

• Requested change is supported. • Change Chapter title on the title page 
to ‘G24. Restricted and Sex Services 
Premises’.  
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CHAPTER G25: STATIONARY FOOD VANS/VEHICLES ON SERVICE STATION SITES AND FOOD STALLS 
 
Chapter G25: Stationary Food Vans/Vehicles on Service Station Sites and Food Stalls is a generic chapter that relates to the following uses in 
the Shoalhaven:  

• Stationary Food Vans/Vehicles on Service Station Sites.  
• Temporary food stalls.  
• Mobile food stalls.  

 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual  
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 3 
Total 3 

 
Recommendation G25 - Adopt the recommendations in Table G25.1.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G25.1 – Chapter G25: Stationary Food Vans/Vehicles on Service Station Sites and Food Stalls - summary of minor submission issues, 
comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

93 • chapter should be deleted as the 
provisions of the Codes SEPP 
exempt provisions make this 

• The Codes SEPP does not apply 
to stationary food vans, only 
Mobile food and drink outlets. As 
such the Chapter needs to be 

• No subsequent recommendation. 
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redundant retained.  

128 • Change the chapter title of G25 
Stationary Food Vans / Vehicles on 
Service Station Sites and Food Stalls 
on the title page to be consistent with 
the body of the document and 
amend the word “Van” in the chapter 
title to “Vans”. 

• Requested change supported. • Change chapter title on the title page 
to ‘G25. Stationary Food Vans/ 
Vehicles on Service Station Sites and 
Food Stalls’. 

125 • Notes in Chapter can be simplified. • Requested change supported.  • Simplify the wording in the Advisory 
Note text box (page 3). 
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CHAPTER G26: ACID SULPHATE SOILS AND GEOTECHNICAL (SITE STABILITY) GUIDELINES 
 
Chapter G26: Acid Sulphate Soils and Geotechnical (Site Stability) Guidelines is a generic chapter that relates to land in Shoalhaven that is 
subject to acid sulphate soils or geotechnical instability. 
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 1 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups  
Local, State and Federal Agencies  
Internal Group Submissions 1 
Total 2 

 
Recommendation G26 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables G26.1 and G26.2.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table G26.1 – Chapter G26: Acid Sulphate Soils and Geotechnical (Site Stability) Guidelines - summary of minor submission issues, 
comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 
number 

Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

126 • Amend Section 5.1 to include the 
following: If the development site is within 
an area identified as having a probability 
of containing acid sulphate soils by NSW 
Department of Land and Water 
Conservation (Soil Conservation Service 
– Acid Sulphate Soil Risk Map) an Acid 
Sulphate Soil management plan must be 

• Requested change 
supported. 

• Remove reference to 
“NSW Department of 
Land Conservation” as 
the department no 
longer exists. Include a 

• Amended Section 5.1 to include the 
following text after the section heading: “If 
the development site is within an area 
identified as having a probability of 
containing acid sulfate soils by NSW 
Department of Land and Water Conservation  
(Soil Conservation Service – Acid Sulfate 
Soil Risk Map) an Acid Sulfate Soil 
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prepared and submitted to Council with 
applications for development.  Such 
investigation and management plan 
preparation should be undertaken in 
accordance with the Acid Sulphate Soil 
Management Advisory Committee 
(ASSMAC) Guidelines August 1998. 

hyperlink to the Acid 
Sulfate Soil Risk Map. 

management plan must be prepared and 
submitted to Council with applications for 
development.  Such investigation and 
management plan preparation should be 
undertaken in accordance with the Acid 
Sulfate Soil Management Advisory 
Committee (ASSMAC) Guidelines August 
1998.” 

 
Table G26.2 – Chapter G26: Acid Sulphate Soils and Geotechnical (Site Stability) Guidelines - summary of major submission issues, 
comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

3 • Concrete bank stabilisation is 
inappropriate. 

• Section 5.2 provides performance 
criteria and acceptable solutions 
for retaining excavated and filled 
areas and associated amenity.  
There are no provisions relating to 
retaining works that are not 
associated with the erection of 
buildings and structures. 

• Cpnsider the need to expand the 
performance criteria and acceptable 
solutions in Section 5.2 to include 
retaining works that are not associated 
with the erection of buildings and 
structures. 
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MISCELLANEOUS DCP-WIDE ISSUES 
 
A number of submissions raised issues that do not relate to one specific generic chapter.  These miscellaneous issues are DCP-wide or 
broader Generic Chapter issues.   
 
Summary of Submissions  
 

Type Number 
Individual 3 
Petitions  
Form Letters  
CCBs and other community groups 2 
Local, State and Federal Agencies 2 
Internal Group Submissions 4 
Total 11 

 
 
Recommendation M.1 - Adopt the recommendations in Tables M1.1 and M1.2.  
 
Key Issues  
 
Table M1.1 – Miscellaneous Draft DCP-Wide Issues - summary of minor submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

23 • Final DCP should include a detailed index to enable 
residents to easily locate their relevant issues 
(especially Building Lines in V2) and cross-reference 
to Shoalhaven LEP 2014. 

• Request supported and a 
detailed index should be 
prepared.  

• Include a detailed index in the 
final DCP of all chapters 
including cross-referencing 
the Shoalhaven LEP 2014 
where relevant. 

55 • A separate chapter should be included to provide 
information and assistance on Aboriginal Cultural 

• A new advisory chapter to 
provide information on a 

• Insert a new Chapter 2: 
General and Environmental 
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Heritage.  This would assist applicants and decision 
makers to consider the effect of a proposed 
development, action or activity on Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage. 

range of general and 
environmental topics 
including Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage would add value to 
the DCP. (Attachment A)  

Considerations into the DCP.  
This chapter will include a 
section on Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage considerations.  

101 • The DCP currently does not have provisions related 
to Heritage Conservation.  Should create a new 
generic chapter and supporting guidelines based on 
general provisions in Council's previousdraft DCP 
76 Heritage Conservation Development Guidelines 
and advice from Council’s Heritage Advisor. The 
proposed new Heritage Conservation Chapterwill 
predominantly cover European Heritage, and 
provide advisory information on Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage. 

• A new advisory chapter to 
provide information on a 
range of general and 
environmental topics 
including Heritage 
Conservation would add 
value to the DCP.  
(Attachment A) 

• Insert a new Chapter 2: 
General and Environmental 
Considerations in the DCP.  
This chapter will include a 
section on Heritage 
Conservation, based on 
Councils previous draft DCP 
76 Heritage Conservation 
Development Guidelines and 
advice from Council's 
Heritage Advisor. 

103 • Through the DCP process, a number of Council 
Policies relating to development were either partly or 
wholly absorbed into new Chapters within the DCP.  
As a consequence, the following policies shouldnow 
be rescinded or amended accordingly.  
− POL 12/123 – Operation of Markets  
− POL 12/223 – Wharves and Jetties 
− POL 12/281 – The Risks of Building on Sand 

Dunes 
− Interim Policy POL 10/112 – Areas of Coastal 

Management 
− POL12/314 - Front Building Lines - South 

Nowra Industrial Area 
− POL12/112 – Penguins Head Road, Culburra – 

Building Line 
− POL12/236 - Lake Conjola Village Zone – 

• Request is supported. • Rescind the following 
policies as part of the DCP 
process:  
− POL 12/123 – Operation of 

Markets  
− POL 12/223 – Wharves and 

Jetties 
− POL 12/281 – The Risks of 

Building on Sand Dunes 
− Interim Policy POL 10/112 

– Areas of Coastal 
Management 

− POL12/314 - Front 
Building Lines - South 
Nowra Industrial Area 
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Residential Development 

− Shoalhaven Planning Policy No.1 - 
Development Guidelines for Certain Residential 
Zoned Land in Milton and Ulladulla 

− POL12/112 – Penguins 
Head Road, Culburra – 
Building Line 

− POL12/236 - Lake Conjola 
Village Zone – Residential 
Development 

− Shoalhaven Planning 
Policy No.1 - Development 
Guidelines for Certain 
Residential Zoned Land in 
Milton and Ulladulla 

100 • Advisory Information should be changed from “Other 
legislation or policies you may need to check” to 
“Summary of legislation, policies and other 
documents referred to in this chapter”. This will 
mitigate any future problems for 
developers/landowners/etc. in assuming that no 
other legislation or policies are required to be 
checked in addition to that chapter. 

• The concern is that readers 
will assume that the list of 
policies/legislation is 
exhaustive.  The problem 
with only referring to the 
documents in the Chapter is 
that important reference 
documents would need to 
be removed from DCP.  It is 
considered more 
appropriate to retain the 
heading but include an 
Advisory Note text box to 
clarify that the document list 
is not exclusive.  

• Insert an Advisory Note text 
box under Section 6 ‘Other 
legislation or policies you 
may need to check’ that 
states: “this section is not 
exclusive and you may be 
required to consider other 
legislation, policies and other 
documents with your 
application”.  
 

100 • Change in each Chapter, the heading text for 
Section 6 from “other legislation or policies you may 
need to check” to “Summary of legislation, policies 
and other documents referred to in this Chapter”. 

• Check the title for each chapter located on the table 
of contents page for consistency (Some include the 

• These changes are minor 
formatting edits that will 
provide and ensure 
consistency throughout the 
final document and are 
therefore supported 

• Check the title for each 
chapter located on the table 
of contents page for 
consistency and amended 
accordingly. 

• Review all images on chapter 
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chapter number and some do not) and amend 
accordingly. 

• Review all images on chapter title pages – ensure 
that where possibly images are reflective of the 
content of the chapter. For example:  
− N5: Bomaderry Town Centre – image is not 

representative of town centre 
− S6: Milton Commercial Area – a streetscape 

image would be more appropriate 
• For all Chapters, need to ensure that acceptable 

solutions tie back to a performance criteria, to 
mitigate confusion and problems with development 
assessment.  

• Not all chapters have included the Contributions 
Plan in the “Advisory information” - this referencing 
should be consistent (or removed if resolved to 
include text relating to Contributions Plan in the DCP 
Introduction).  Further, wording of the name of the 
Contributions Plan should be consistent throughout 
the document 

• Ensure that headings are consistent throughout the 
document (i.e. “Title Case For All Words”, or “Title 
case for the first word and lower case for all 
subsequent words”). 

• Ensure that font size is consistent throughout the 
document: Suggest 12pt for the body of the 
document, 11pt for tables. 

 title pages to ensure, where 
possible, images are 
reflective of the content of the 
chapter.  

 
 
• Where possible, tie 

acceptable solutions back to 
the performance criteria. 

 
• Include information about the 

Contributions Plan in the DCP 
Introduction and where 
referred to in individual 
Chapters, the reference be 
consistently “Contributions 
Plan”. 

• Consistently format 
headings, font size (text and 
tables) throughout the 
document. 

• Review formatting of all 
Chapters and Chapter 
Sections within the DCP and 
made consistent where 
possible throughout the 
whole document. 

127 • Include an additional chapter in the draft DCP which 
includes requirements for development assessment 
process in Council’s ‘Contaminated Lands’ Policy 
(POL12/236) and links to the following NSW 

• Requested change 
supported. (Attachment A) 

• Insert a new Chapter 2: 
General and Environmental 
Considerations.  This chapter 
should include a section on 
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Environmental Protection Authority Guidelines are 
included: 
− Guidelines for the Vertical Mixing of Soil on 

Former Broad-acre Agricultural Land (January 
1995)  

− Sampling Design Guidelines  
− Guidelines for Consultants Reporting on 

Contaminated Sites (reprinted August 2011)  
− Guidelines for Assessing Former Orchards and 

Market Gardens (June 2005)  
− Guidelines for the NSW Site Auditor Scheme, 

2nd edition (April 2006)  
− Guidelines for the Assessment and Management 

of Groundwater Contamination (March 2007) 
− Guidelines on the Duty to Report Contamination 

under the Contaminated Land Management Act 
1997 (June 2009)  

Contaminated Lands. 

135 • Extensive document which was impossible for 
volunteers to review in its entirety, comments have 
been provided on Chapters that are particularly 
relevant to Ulladulla CCB. It is useful to have other 
supporting documents and references also included 
in this compilation.  

• The structure of the document is clear and easy to 
read. Spiral binding is practical.  

• Explanatory notes shaded in grey, references to and 
list of other documents and lists are a very 
worthwhile inclusion.  

• The maps are very clear and easy to read, 
especially with all of the various colours. 

• Comments and positive 
feedback noted.  
 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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135 • Suggested that the foot of each page is labelled with 

the document name, number and page number. E.g. 
Chapter S8, DCP 56, Ulladulla Town Centre, page 
32. 
 

• The header includes the title 
of the DCP, the chapter 
number and title. The footer 
includes the page number. 
Reference to the old DCP 
number was relevant during 
the DCP exhibition, however 
once Shoalhaven DCP 2014 
is adopted the previous DCP 
numbers are no longer 
relevant.  

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 

135 • There should be a “Table of Contents” listing the 
various maps in this section and the Chapter they 
refer to. 

• Requested change 
supported.  
 

• Prepare and include a list of 
Maps for Chapters where 
there are multiple maps. 

135 • In many instances it would be more convenient to 
have the map included in the specific document 
section as well, perhaps even a smaller version e.g 
Milton Commercial Area map with S6 

• Requested change has 
merit in some instances, 
however there are some 
Area Specific Chapters that 
have a single detailed A3 
size map.  

• Insert supporting maps into 
DCP Chapters where 
appropriate and practical. 

149 • This is a major document. It does achieve much 
integration of planning controls. While under 
merging and review, it has increased clarity of the 
presentation of performance requirements as well as 
improved acceptable solutions in many areas. 

• Some of the wholly new provisions/sections 
including G5, G6, G14, G16, G20 and G23 deserve 
more attention from the public, who may be unaware 
that wholly new provisions/demands/permissions 
are being enshrined in planning principles.  

• Some sections appear later but should probably be 
brought forward to be grouped with the generic 

• Positive feedback noted.  
• The exhibition of the draft 

Shoalhaven DCP was 
advertised through local 
newspapers, Council media 
releases, social media, 
correspondence to 
Community Groups and 
registered users. The 
consultation process 
involved a dedicated 
website which addressed 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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provisions presented earlier in Part 1A i.e. G18, G21 
and G26. 

whether chapters were new 
documents and what 
planning controls draft 
chapters were based on.  

• Comments noted.  Draft 
Generic DCP Chapters with 
a lower number generally 
apply to all development in 
Shoalhaven.  

29 • The Mineral Resources Branch does not have any 
concerns regarding the draft DCP, but provides 
general information on a Petroleum Exploration 
License in the Shoalhaven LGA and detail on 
geoscience information services available through 
their website. 

• Comments noted. • No subsequent 
recommendation. 

39 • Acceptable solutions need "you must" replaced with 
"it is desirable".  The document needs to be less 
about control to obstruct development. This needs 
total rework. 

• The submission requests 
that all references to 'you 
must' be replaced with 'it is 
desirable' throughout the 
document.  This is 
considered to be overly 
onerous as acceptable 
solutions can be varied.  
The use of 'you must' is a 
representation of a preferred 
approach to achieve an 
acceptable solution.  
Different approaches (ie. 
acceptable solutions) may 
be considered by Council if 
the performance criteria is 
still achieved.  The use of 
the word 'must' is not 

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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considered to control or 
obstruct development and a 
re-write is not considered 
necessary at this point. 

176 • The current format is not particularly user friendly. 
While I understand the scope of the project; 
hyperlinks should be contained within the 
document to enable quick reference to other 
chapters when researching a form of development 
that may have applicable acceptable solutions in 
two or more relevant chapters.  

• Chapters should not be secured so that applicants 
/ consultants are able to copy and paste 
performance criteria / acceptable solutions into 
development application documents for comment 
purposes. 

• Requested change has 
merit. 

• Include hyperlinks 
throughout the document for 
quick cross referencing.  

• Set PDF security settings to 
enable coping and pasting. 

176 • While the NSW Land & Environment Court 
Planning Principles were not established by the 
court for the purpose of development application 
assessment, if one is to be included in the 
document (i.e. Impact on Solar Access of 
Neighbours) then all relevant principles should be 
adopted for similar use in development application 
assessment. Further the principles are 
occasionally superseded by the Court during 
cases and the cited principle may no longer be 
appropriate  

• Reference to the planning 
principles in the DCP are 
not exhaustive and it is 
considered onerous to 
include all planning 
principles.   

• If any principles are 
superseded, they will be 
updated in a future 
amendment to the DCP 

• The request does not have 
merit. 

• No change recommended.  

176 • Technical documents such as the Douglas 
Partners report on Scoping Study & Stability 
assessment; Central West Council’s Water 
Sensitive Design technical guidelines; Shoalhaven 

• Requested change has 
merit where the document 
isn’t essential as 
supporting document.  

• Include hyperlinks to 
technical supporting 
documents where retention of 
the entire document in the 
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City Council Sustainable Stormwater Technical 
Guidelines should not be part of the City Wide 
DCP. These type of specific, technical engineering 
guidelines should be available to engineers, 
technicians etc. through associated hyperlinks on 
Council’s website but generally are not relevant to 
how generic consideration of how development 
should occur in the Shoalhaven.  

DCP is not required.  

 
Table M1.2 – Miscellaneous Draft DCP-Wide Issues - summary of major submission issues, comments and recommendations 
 
Submission 

number 
Submission issues Comment Recommendation 

103 • Through the DCP process, a number of Council 
Policies relating to development were either partly 
or wholly absorbed into new Chapters within the 
DCP.  As a consequence, parts of POL 12/122 – 
Mobile Food Stall/ Vehicles and Temporary Food 
Premises have now been placed in DCP Chapter 
G25 Stationary Food Vans, however, it is 
recommended that there be a review of this policy 
to investigate whether the guidance for temporary 
food premises should be retained. 

• There is merit in a review of POL 
12/122 – Mobile Food Stall/ Vehicles 
and Temporary Food Premises once 
the DCP is aopted to identify whether 
the policy should be rescinded or 
content relating to temporary food 
premises retained. 

 

• Review POL 12/122 – 
Mobile Food Stall/ 
Vehicles and 
Temporary Food 
Premises to identify 
whether the guidance 
for temporary food 
premises should be 
retained. 

149 • Some areas of incomplete or omitted drafting are 
noted, to be further considered and presumably 
further consulted such as G18 Streetscape 
Designs for Town Centres. 

• As suggested in the submission, 
some Chapters have been reserved 
to allow space for a new Chapter 
following a separate DCP review or 
new DCP Chapter. Missing Chapters 
will be subsequently replaced in 
future amendments to the 
Shoalhaven DCP 2014.   

• No subsequent 
recommendation. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Existing funding within the 2014/15 budget was used for the Shoalhaven exhibition of the 
draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014. The adoption of the draft DCP 2014 will allow the focus of 
the Strategic Planning team to be realigned with a revised Planning Works Program that 
will be reported to Council in due course. The Strategic Planning – City team will continue 
to focus on the DCP 2014 to make resolved and editorial changes in time for notification 
by 22 October 2014. Council will need to consider the major issues identified in draft 
DCP submissions at a later time and determine which issues have merit and their priority 
level in the revised Planning Works Program. 
 
Should Council consider significant changes to the document or an alternative approach 
to the recommendations, serious consideration would need to be given to the impact any 
variation would have on Council meetings its legislative requirements and ensure 
Council’s DCP controls remain valid, available staff resources and budget.   
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT:  
 
The project is considered a high impact, citywide project within Council’s Community 
Engagement Policy. The public exhibition of the draft Shoalhaven DCP 2014 means that 
Council met its legislative requirements and provided an opportunity for the community to 
review the draft DCP and make comment. The engagement process included a 
dedicated website, email newsletters, stakeholder and community drop-in sessions as 
well as a dedicated DCP hotline phone number and an online ‘quick chat’ tool. As 
outlined in this report, a number of submissions noted that the draft DCP was easy to 
read, review and navigate whilst acknowledging the sheer size of the document and the 
task at hand. The adopted single DCP will be a contemporary planning document which 
will continue to be improved through future reviews of the DCP and its chapters, aligning 
Council with the rest of the State.  
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The finalisation of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 is an important step for Council to meet its 
legislative requirements and to enable finalisation its completion by 22 October 2014. 
The DCP has been prepared in line with SLEP 2014 and existing guidelines and controls. 
Most changes that have been made remove redundant controls, remove duplication and 
ensure it reads as one document. 
 
As outlined in the two Special Development Committee reports, a number of submission 
issues have been considered and where appropriate changes to the final document have 
been recommended. A large number of submissions raised issues that require further 
detailed investigation and separate community consultation is required when considering 
any future review of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 chapters.  
 
The adoption of Shoalhaven DCP 2014 and the commencement of Shoalhaven LEP 
2014 means that Council has now met its statutory requirements arising from the 
Planning Reforms initially introduced in 2006.  
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	1. Draft Shoalhaven Development Control Plan 2014 – Consideration of submissions post exhibition – Part 1 Generic Chapters File 33571E
	i. Retain areas of public foreshore and adjoining water and maintain them so as to highlight their natural character and primary purpose [as a public resource for general use rather than private exploitation].
	ii. [Retain and] extend public foreshore access to the fullest extent [upholding the principle of equity.
	iii. Ensure that development has regard for and is sympathetic towards the existing character of adjoining land when viewed from the waterway.
	iv. Promote an equitable use of the waterway amongst adjoining landowners and the general public through the minimisation of encroachments by individual waterfront structures in front of adjoining waterfront properties.
	v. Encourage innovative design and the use of shared structures where appropriate, to minimise the extent of individual residential waterfront development.
	vi. Minimise fragmentation and alienation of shallow inshore areas, particularly those that adjoin public foreshore recreation reserves and/or which afford or have potential for public foreshore access or which are important estuarine habitats.
	vii. Ensure that development has regard for and does not adversely affect important estuarine flora including seagrasses, mangroves and salt-marshes or fauna habitats and fishing grounds which may be in proximity to the proposed development, by the construction or operation of the development – including toxic leaching or pollution.
	viii. Ensure that development does not encroach onto navigation channels or adversely affect the use of ferries or other service vessels, as well as private recreational craft.
	ix. Ensure that structures or their usage do not obstruct water circulation or cause rubbish accumulation in a manner which is likely to adversely affect water quality, cause weed accumulation or exacerbate sediment accretion, or erosion, particularly to adjoining beaches, dunes, riverbanks or waterfront land, as all hard structures such as breakwaters, groynes, sea-walls, revetments, impact very strongly on beaches through wave impact aggravation.
	x. Ensure no reduction in environmental conservation values using the precautionary principle, and encourage the retention and preservation of identified human heritage items.

