























6.0 Conclusion

This submission has provided a detailed investigation and justification for the inclusion of the subject land
at 290 Colman Road, East Coomera within the Urban Footprint under the draft SEQ Regional Plan:

In summary, this submission has outlined:

e The subject landholding is held in single ownership and has an area of approximately-18ha.

e The land consists of one (1) existing freehold title and which comprises a dwelling .house and
numerous outbuildings;

e The land is situated outside the SEQRP Urban Footprint; however, is on-the periphery of the
current and proposed Urban Footprint boundary;

e Existing approved urban residential development is located just west of the site;

e The land forms part of a peninsular of land between the ecologicaily/significant’McCoy’s Creek
and the Coomera River;

e The land has access to the Coomera Town Centre, Coomera railway station and the Pacific
Motorway (M1) and has easy access to water and sewer infrastructure;

e The current and proposed SEQRP designation provides noiricentive to the landowner to achieve
an improved environmental outcome on the land; and

e The landowner has undertaken detailed environmental investigations on the land which have
generally identified that the designation of the land within the Urban Footprint would provide
greater opportunities for the environmental values on the site to be managed and enhanced.

Based on the assessment and details provided in this submission it is contended that the subject land
holding is worthy of inclusion within the Urban Factprint under the draft SEQ Regional Plan and this
submission should be given appropriate consideration-hy the Department.

Thank you for your consideration of this submissicn.Should you have any queries concerning the above
please contact _ or the undersigned’ by telephone (07) 5562 2303 or email
admin@zoneplanning.com.au.

Yours Sincerely,

ZONE PLANNING GROU?P

1638 Tweed Street, Burleigh Heads | PO Box 3805, Burleigh Town | QLD 4220 8
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28 February 2017

Zone Planning Group Pty Ltd
PO Box 3805
BURLEIGH TOWN QLD 4220

Attention: [N

Dear David,

RE: PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL PLANNING REVIEW
LOT 30 ON RP200827 - 290 COLMAN ROAD, COOMERA, QUEENSL.AND

Habitat Environment Management (Trading) Pty Ltd has been engaged by _(‘the client’) to
undertake a preliminary review to consider ecological planning matters across Lot 30 on RP200827, 290 Colman
Road, Coomera (‘the site’). It is understood that the ‘cbjective of this investigation is to provide information
relevant to a planning submission to the Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning (DILGP)
regarding the South-east Queensland Regional Fian. The site is currently identified within the Regional
Landscape and Rural Production Area, therefore thie submission is requesting for the site to be included within the

Urban Footprint.

The site is approximately 18ha in size and forms a significant portion of land along Colman Road. The Colman
Road precinct is best physically described as a hroad peninsula. This peninsula commences east of the existing
Coomera Waters residential estate and’is forrned by a confluence of the Coomera River north branch, McCoys

Creek and the Pimpama River.

A desktop assessment has‘been undertaken utilising all available database searches at Federal, State and Local
Government levels. Results of this database assessment have determined that numerous legislative overlays are
applicable to the site-Cursory field investigations have been undertaken to assess the relevance and possible
implications of these statutory overlays. Conclusions of this assessment have determined that whilst the extent of
some of the environmental constraints overlays could be disregarded, the majority are reflective of on-site
conditions, and therefore potentially enforceable pursuant to any development application. It is acknowledged that
further detailed investigations will be required across the site. Despite this, the number of environmental planning
overlays relevant to’the site will ensure the protection of ecological values of the site, even within the Urban

Footgrint.

Habitat Environment Managemant Trading Pty Lid ABN 46 147 085 005

Correspondence: P2 Box 47, Butlelgh Haads Gld 4220
fhe 07 5535 0999 F.07 5535 0888 E:info@habitat.net .au
wwiv habitat.net.au
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Lot 30 on RP200827
290 Colman Road
Coomera, Queensland FebrueﬁLZOW

A comparison between constraints relevant to the site under both the Regional Landscape and Ruiral Production
Area and the Urban Footprint designations has determined no significant difference in -implications to
development. It is noted that the site is currently a private property and therefore subject toextensive
anthropogenic impacts associated with rural residential living. If the site was included within the Urban Footprint,
the development potential of the site would still be restricted to environmentally sustainabie and-low impact style

development.

As previously noted, the site is located within a broadly defined peninsula. Generally speakirig, the majority of this
peninsula is subject to similar ecological planning overlays as the site. The entire Colman Road peninsula is
presently outside the Urban Footprint and subject to the same ongoing risks associated with permissible activity
within a Rural designation. As such, in the event of this peninsula being designated within thé Urban Footprint, the
opportunity exists to set a strategic framework for conservation management. Ar, opportunity which does not exist
under the peninsula’s present Rural designation. Due to its size, the site is jikely to provide a very valuable

contribution toward achieving such a strategic conservation framework objective for the whole peninsula.

To summarise, if the site was to be included within the Urban Footprint, constraints associated with current
legislation and planning instruments would still sufficientiy’ protect the environmental values of the site.
Furthermore, it is considered that the inclusion of the site witihin the Urban Footprint will result in an overall greater
conservation outcome for the area due to habitat/improvemerits such as rehabilitation. It is anticipated that the
site could only be developed for low impact uses. Even within the Urban Footprint, any such development may
require extensive setbacks, sensitive develepment techniques, offsets, rehabilitation and long term preservation
of significant areas (i.e. via Environmental Cavenzntis). As such, permitting the site to undergo any low impact
development would be of greater conservation’ value due to the implementation of long term protection and

increasing the floristic and habitat values of the site via rehabilitation of protected conservation areas.

In conclusion, having taken consideration of‘the relative merits and risks associated with the site being included in
the Urban Footprint, | am of the sirong opinion that the potential conservation benefits derived as a consequence
of inclusion within the Urban Footprint are of sufficient merit to support a proposal of same.

If you have any questions please/do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

/\
MANAGING DIRECTOR

Preliminary Ecological Constraints Summary

e
H a b l t a t 6559S_Colman Rd_Urban Footprint Submission Letter_v2
Page 2
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Queensland
Government

Wildlife Online Extract

Search Criteria:  Species List for a Specified Point

Species: All

Type: All

Status: All

Records: All

Date: All

Latitude: -27.8286

Longitude: 153.3765

Distance: 3

Email: element.desktop@yandex.cori

Date submitted: Monday 20 Feb 2617 00:19:07

Date extracted: Monday 20 Feb 2817/04:00:03
The number of records retrieved = 248

Disclaimer

As the DSITIA is still in a process of collatingand vetting data, it is possible the information given is not complete. The information provided should only be used
for the project for which it was requested and it sticuld be eppropriately acknowledged as being derived from Wildlife Online when it is used.

The State of Queensland does not invite reiiarice upori, nor accept responsibility for this information. Persons should satisfy themselves through independent
means as to the accuracy and completeness of this information.

No statements, representations oi warranties are wiade about the accuracy or completeness of this information. The State of Queensland disclaims all

responsibility for this informatiori and all ligbiity-{including without limitation, liability in negligence) for all expenses, losses, damages
and costs you may incur as a result of the inforimation being inaccurate or incomplete in any way for any reason.
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Kingdom Class Family Scientific Name Common Name I Q A Records
animals birds Rhipiduridae Rhipidura rufifrons rufous fantai! SL 3
animals birds Scolopacidae Numenius madagascariensis eastern curiew V- GE 15
animals birds Scolopacidae Limosa lapponica baueri Western A askan-pai-tailed godwit SL V 10
animals birds Scolopacidae Gallinago hardwickii Latham's shioe SL 1
animals birds Scolopacidae Tringa stagnatilis marsh sandpiper SL 2
animals birds Scolopacidae Calidris acuminata sharp-tailed sandpiper SL 2
animals birds Scolopacidae Numenius phaeopus whiribrel SL 20
animals birds Scolopacidae Tringa nebularia cornmon greenshank SL 7
animals birds Scolopacidae Xenus cinereus terek sandpiper SL 5
animals birds Scolopacidae Limosa limosa black-tailed godwit SL 1
animals birds Scolopacidae Tringa brevipes grey-taiied tattler SL 4
animals birds Strigidae Ninox boobook southern boobook C 8
animals birds Sturnidae Sturnus vulgaris common starling Y 1
animals birds Sturnidae Acridotheres tristis common myna b g 12
animals birds Threskiornithidae Threskiornis spinicollis straw-necked ibis C 25
animals birds Threskiornithidae Threskiornis molucca Australian white ibis (o] 44
animals birds Threskiornithidae Platalea flavipes yellow-billed spoonbill C 1
animals birds Threskiornithidae Platalea regia royal spoonbill C 9
animals birds Timaliidae Zosterops lateralis silvereye C 18
animals mammals Canidae Vulpes vulpes red fox X 3
animals mammals Canidae Canis lupus familiaris dog Y 1
animals mammals Emballonuridae Saccolaimus flaviventris yellow-bellied sheathtail bat C 3
animals mammals Felidae Felis catus cat g 1
animals mammals Leporidae Lepus europaeus European brown hare k& 6
animals mammals Macropodidae Macropus agilis agile wallaby Cc 4
animals mammals Macropodidae Macropus giganteus eastern grey kangaroo (6] 10
animals mammals Macropodidae Macropus rufogriseus red-necked wallaby C 10
animals mammals Macropodidae Wallabia bicolor swamp wallaby C 3
animals mammals Molossidae Tadarida australis white-striped freetail bat (o4 )
animals mammals Molossidae Mormopterus lumsdenae northern free-tailed bat C 2
animals mammals Molossidae Mormopterus norfolkensis east coast freetail bat C 3
animals mammals Muridae Rattus lutrecius swamp rat (o] 3
animals mammals Muridae Xeromys miyoides water mouse NN 55
animals mammals Muridae Rattus raitiis black rat Y 1
animals mammals Muridae Mus musculus house mouse & d 6
animals mammals Peramelidae Isoodon macrouvrus northern brown bandicoot (&3 7
animals mammals Petauridae Petaurus noifoicansis squirrel glider Cc 2
animals mammals Petauridae Petaurus breviceps sugar glider C 3
animals mammals Phalangeridae Trichosurus vulpecula common brushtail possum (& 11
animals mammals Phascolarctidae Piiascolarctos cinereus koala v ¥ 32
animals mammals Pteropodidae Pieropus sp. 2
animals mammals Suidae Sus scrora pig Y 5
animals mammals Vespertilionidae Nyctophiius sp. 1
animals mammals Vespertilionidad Chalinolabus nigrogriseus hoary wattled bat (¢} 1
animals reptiles Agamidae Pogona harbata bearded dragon Cc 1
animals reptiles Agamidae Intellagama lesueurii eastern water dragon G 1

Page 5 of 6
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Caveat

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as acknowledged at the end of the report.

This report is designed to assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant in determining obligations under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It holds mapped locations of World and National Heritage properties, Wetlands of International
and National Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory reserves, listed threatened, migratory and marine species and listed threatened
ecological communities. Mapping of Commonwealth land is not complete at this stage. Maps have been collated from a range of sources at various
resolutions.

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a report is a general guide only. Where avaiiable data
supports mapping, the type of presence that can be determined from the data is indicated in general terms. People using this information in making
a referral may need to consider the qualifications below and may need to seek and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery plans, State vegetation maps, remote
sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological community distributions are less well known, existing vegstation maps and point
location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

Threatened, migratory and marine species distributions have been derived through a variety of methods. \Where distributions are well known and if
time permits, maps are derived using either thematic spatial data (i.e. vegetation, soils, geology, elevation, aspect, terraii, etc) together with point
locations and described habitat; or environmental modelling (MAXENT or BIOCLIM habitat modelling) using psint locations and environmental data
layers.

Where very little information is available for species or large number of maps are required in‘a-short time-trame, maps are derived either from 0.04
or 0.02 decimal degree cells; by an automated process using polygon capture techniques /static two kilornetre grid cells, alpha-hull and convex hull);
or captured manually or by using topographic features (national park boundaries, islands, eic). In the early stages of the distribution mapping
process (1999-early 2000s) distributions were defined by degree blocks, 100K or 250K map sheets to rapidly create distribution maps. More reliable
distribution mapping methads are used to update these distributions as time permits.

Only selected species covered by the following provisions of the EPBC Act 'iave been mapped:
- migratory and
- marine
The following species and ecological communities have not been mapped and do not zippear in reports produced from this database:

- threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants
- some species and ecological communities that have only recently bezn listed
- some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area
- migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only-occur in small numbers
The following groups have been mapped, but may not caver the'complete distribution of the species:
- non-threatened seabirds which have only heen mapped for recorded breeding sites
- seals which have only been mapped for'breeding sites near the Australian continent

Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine environment.

Coordinates

-27.8286 153.37649
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From: Greg Vann

Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2017 4:27 PM

To: ‘abitat.net.au; -zoneplanning.com.au

Cc: Kerry Riethmuller

Subject: FW: SEQRP Meeting Request - _
L ]

Attachments: SEQRP Submission (combined)_Colman Rd.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Greetings Matt

Thanks for your email, and to David for his phone message. | am replying via the DILGF email | use for the work | am
doing for ShapingSEQ.

As you would appreciate, we have many people who would like to meet to discuss their suemissions. The department
has taken the approach of not meeting with submitters at this time due to time/constiainis and equity issues- i.e. hard
to justify meeting with some and not others.

In any event, | am concentrating on the content of the final plan, and not/involved in decisions about the Urban
Footprint.

You can contact Kerry Riethmuller the DILGP Executive Director, Regional and Spatial Planning, who is copied into
this email, in the future with any requests.

Cheers

Greg Vann

Subject: SEQRP Meeting Request -

Hi Greg,

| write on behalf of my Clients
hese land holdings are presently under review for

inclusion in the new Urban Footprint being formulated by the DILGP.

I've been instructed by my Clients to seek a brief meeting with you this week to discuss their submission. I've
attached a background document relating to their submission for your reference.

The three landholders have decided to make a uniform approach to Government with respect to the East Coomera
holdings-as there are matters that touch each of the 3 landholdings that are relevant for the future direction of the
properties for the purposes of the SEQRP Review.

The following are proposed to be in attendance:

Alterine Pty Ltd

Merle Norman Cosmetics Pty Ltd & TE Morris & Associates Pty Ltd
1
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It is worth noting that the layout provides an opportunity for Council and the State to secure the ‘missing
link’ along the McCay'’s Creek corridor to preserve the environmental significance of the area. This would
not be achievable if the allotments comprising the subject site in their current form were held jin
individual ownership, other than via compulsory acquisition.

Further detailed discussion of the environmental constraints and opportunities relevant-to the land
holding are provided in the Ecological Constraints Report.

5.0 Implications of the Draft SEQRP

The draft SEQRP locates the subject landholding in the southern sub-regiori,/an area anticipated to
experience considerable growth over the next 25 years. Similar to much of SEQ, the draft Regional Plan
seeks to ensure a majority of residential development over this time occurs as infili- dévelopment, with
little greenfield development (21%) occurring. This is reinforced through the laci of any changes to the
Urban Footprint boundaries to accommodate new greenfield land within thie sub‘region. However, we
note that the decision to expand the greenfield land supply under the SEQRP‘is-significantly influenced
by the relevant local government. It is clear that some Councils/have sought to expand the supply of
greenfield land and that some Councils have not. While City of Gold Coast have generally not sought to
expand the Urban Footprint within their local government area (LGA), they have identified a number of
investigation areas in the City Plan 2016. We believe that the subject locale is well suited for further urban
investigation and intend to further liaise with City of Gold Coast indue course.

5.1 Draft SEQRP Urban Footprint Criteria

Chapter 3 of the draft SEQRP provides seven (7) Urban Footprint Principles that are used to define the
Urban Footprint. Principle 7 provides criteria for the review of land for potential inclusion within the
Urban Footprint. The following provides a high-level-assessinent of the subject landholding against the
‘Urban Footprint criteria’:

(a) Are physically suitable
The response to the following ‘criteria’ demonstrate the site’s suitability for urban development
and the logical inclusion of/the site within the SEQRP Urban Footprint. In considering the
topographical characteristics of the site, there are large tracks of land that are relatively
supportive of urban residentiai development.

(b) Are either a logicai expansion-af an urban area or of sufficient size to provide social and

economic infrastructure efficiently

As illustrated through the mapping included in this letter and the accompanying plans, the
subject land ic bordered by land within the Urban Footprint that has been, or is in the process of
being, deveioped for rasidential uses. The subject land was originally intended to form part of
the Coomera Waters development (adjoining to the west); however, due to unfortunate timing
of the adention of the 2005 iteration of the SEQ Regional Plan (the first to hold any legal standing
and be accemipanied by regulatory provisions) the development applications lodged for urban
development over the site were withdrawn from assessment and subsequently, the site has
remained largely unchanged. Since that time, due to the significant holding costs, the time has
come for the landholder to either decide to sell the 26 allotments or to negotiate a mutually
beneficial arrangement with Council and the State.

Given the site context and proximity to the developing Coomera Town Centre, the inclusion of
the land within the Urban Footprint represents a logical step.

1638 Tweed Street, Burleigh Heads | PO Box 3805, Burleigh Town | QLD 4220 7
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in support of this submission, the use of the subject land for urban activities would not negate
the need to conserve the areas of environmental value on the site. This includes preserving the
interface between the site and McCoys Creek, which would allow for the continuation (and
completion) of the open space/conservation corridor already in place along the southern banik/of
the creek. The landowner is committed to achieving an environmentally sustainabie
development outcome and recognises the need to maintain and enhance the environmental
value of the site.

The above outcome should be considered to be an attractive alternative to the sale of the 26
allotments which will enable the establishment of self assessable land uses (and associated ‘as
or right’ clearing) on each lot.

(i) Achieve an appropriate balance of urban development in the SEQ region-and associated sub-
regions
The inclusion of the subject land within the Urban footprint- would netresult in any significant
impacts on the balance of urban development within SEQ or the southern sub-region. It is
acknowledged that City of Gold Coast has undertaken a greenfieid land supply analysis to
determine the amount of greenfield land available for developmeént within the City. While the
study identified that there is insufficient land to meet greenfield development targets under the
Gold Coast City Plan 2016 without utilising land outside/of the Urban Footprint, the greenfield
targets under the draft SEQRP (which are lowerthan City Plan) could be met based on the study.
However, this study did not appear give any significant weight to the developability of the
identified greenfield land (ie. in terms of constraints). Once constraints over this land are
identified and taken into consideration, we contend that the ‘real’ developable area of greenfield
land within the Gold Coast region will significanily decrease.

The subject landholding provides a feasible/and developable parcel of land adjoining an existing
urban area within the major growth-area of Coomera. As discussed in this submission, whilst
there are constraints applicable tothe site, they are all manageable and a balanced development
outcome can be achieved cver the site. Further, the inclusion of the landholding within the Urban
Footprint would not resuit’in animbalance of urban versus rural land within SEQ or the southern
sub-region.

(i) Maintain a well-pianined region of urban areas, towns and villages
As mentioned, the inclusion of the landholding within the Urban Footprint represents the logical
progression of'the/urban area on the Gold Coast. Similarly, the expansion will allow for the
remainder of the/land on’Colman Road to be developed in an environmentally sensitive manner,
allowing for the ordeily and efficient development of the Coomera area in support of the
Coomerd Town Centre,

(k) Minimise impacts on natural resources
The draft SEQRP identifies natural resources as being agricultural areas, planned and existing
extractive resource operations, native and plantation forests, and estuarine and freshwater
nabitats. in this instance, the subject landholding is not suitable for any intensive agricultural use
and is not identified as an extractive resources area. Similarly, the land is not utilised or planned
to be used for native or plantation foresting. However, the land does adjoin McCoys Creek to the
north which is identified as a fish habitat management area. In its current state, future self
assessable activities on the site will do little in terms of maintaining water quality and minimising
erosion and sediment run-off into McCoys Creek. As discussed throughout this submission, the

1638 Tweed Street, Burleigh Heads | PO Box 3805, Burleigh Town | QLD 4220 9
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From: Kerry Riethmuller
Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2017 3:28 PM
To: Greg Vann

Hi Greg
Thanks for your email.

Happy for you to advise nd the group that the department is not meeting with submitters at this time due to time
constraints and equity issues- i.e. hard to justify meeting with some and not others.

You can advise them to contact me in the future with any requests.
Cheers

Kerry

From: Greg Vann
Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2017 12:57 PM

To: Kerry Riethmuller
Subject. FW: SEQRP Meeting Request - [ M

Hello Kerry
In the last day or so, | have received phone messages fro and . Only
said via voicemail what it was about, but-followed up by email as below. [ calle back but got voicemail,

so not certain he was calling about this but consider it likely.

It seems to be about their submission to ShapingSEQ about including significant land holdings at East Coomera in the
Urban Footprint. | expect this would the areas referred to as Green Ridge, which BV has previously done some
assessment of for CoGC maybe 2+ years ago.

I - his voice message said they had been trying to see the DP about their submission, but had been
advised to contact mel

As you know, Mal and | have generally stood-out of decisions about the UF arising from submissions. In this particular
case | consider | have a direct conflict that wou!d preclude my having any involvement.

| wanted to get this detail dowri for you, and’seek your guidance on what happens next. Obviously happy to discuss!

Cheers
Greg

Subject: SEQRP Meeting Request

Hi Greg,

i
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s. 73(2) - Not relevant/ Out of scope - not relevant to the lots listed in the scope
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s. 73(2) - Not relevant/ Out of scope - evant to the\@ed in the scope
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