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9 March 2009

The Chief Executive Officer

Sunshine Coast Council

PO Box 76

NAMBOUR  QLD  4560

Dear Sir,

NOTICE OF SUBMISSION

MCU07/0130

DAVID LOW WAY, DE VERE ROAD & GODFREYS ROAD

PACIFIC PARADISE

Stockland Developments Pty Ltd (Stockland) has submitted a Preliminary Approval application, as allowed by the Integrated Planning Act, for a 950 dwelling residential development on flood-prone land known as Twin Waters West.  Development Watch objects to this proposal in its entirety because it conflicts with high-order planning requirements for the area to which both Stockland and the Sunshine Regional Council (Council) must defer.  We have also take this opportunity to draw attention to a serious breach of confidentiality at Council.

A FUNDAMENTAL FLAW IN THE APPLICATION

Council clearly recognises its responsibility to ensure the application complies with both the South East Queensland Plan (SEQRP) and State Planning Policy 1/03 (SPP).  In its Information Request, it asked Stockland to address relevant aspects of these two documents.  However, Stockland has failed to satisfactorily do this, as we explain later.  The reason we are raising this issue at the outset is to emphasise that the application does not satisfy these high-order planning requirements.

We point out this fundamental flaw in the application here to highlight that Stockland may not:

1. simply ignore the SPP, which it has done; and  
2. treat a “note” in the SEQRP as irrelevant.
That Stockland may not do the first is obvious.  That they may not do the second is also obvious if one reads the statement at the beginning of Part F of the SEQRP, which makes the role of notes to regional policies very clear.  They:

 “… are included to:

· provide an explanation of the policy statements;

· identify implementation processes; and 

· provide additional relevant implementation.” 

Notes to the regional policies of the SEQRP are therefore not only relevant but also critical to determining the ambit and meaning of the policies laid out in that document.  On the page of the SEQRP that contains a note of great relevance to this application, part of this note is reproduced for prominent display on an otherwise large blank area of that page.  It says:

“Development within watercourses, wetlands, riparian areas and floodplains should be restricted unless there is a demonstrated overriding need in the public interest.”

There can surely be no argument that the Government’s intention was to emphasise the importance of this requirement.  The SEQRP goes on to include a schedule in its Regulations, namely Schedule 3 on “How To Determine Overriding Need In The Public Interest”. 

Schedule 3 is attached to this submission (Attachment 1) but we highlight here that the requirements of the schedule are cumulative.  One of those requirements deserves special prominence, as it is an unusual and powerful criterion.  It contains a reverse onus of proof and requires the applicant to establish:

“that the community would experience significant adverse economic, social or environmental impacts if the material change of use proposal were not to proceed.”

This means Stockland must prove the above impacts would be the result if its development did not proceed.  It has not even mentioned this onus let alone attempted to discharge it.  Dare we suggest that what it has attempted to do is to escape scrutiny under both the SPP and the SEQRP?  We further suggest that Stockland could not possibly discharge this onus and, accordingly, its case is fatally flawed.  Stockland’s conduct regarding these matters appears to us to be inexcusably reprehensible.
We note that if Stockland cannot discharge the above onus, many, if not all, of the other issues become irrelevant to the success or otherwise of its application.  Our grounds for objection are set out in detail below.  They include our comments on Stockland’s response to Council’s Information Request.
STOCKLAND HAS NOT JUSTIFIED

THE NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT

The Hurdles for Stockland

Hurdle 1.  State Planning Policy (SPP) 1/03, Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide, only allows development on flood plains if “there is an overriding need for the development in the public interest and no other site is suitable and reasonably available for the proposal.”
   To determine an overriding need in the public interest, SPP 1/03 prescribes:

“The proposal should result in a significant overall benefit to the whole or a significant part of the community in social, economic or environmental terms that outweighs the adverse impacts arising from the development’s exposure to natural hazards. Also, the development application should demonstrate that a similar benefit could not be achieved by developing other suitable and reasonably available sites.”

Hurdle 2.  The (SEQRP) states “Development within watercourses, wetlands, riparian areas and floodplains should be restricted unless there is a demonstrated overriding need in the public interest.”
  The SEQRP Regulatory Provisions prescribe, in Schedule 3, the method for determining this “overriding need in the public interest”.
  In particular, Stockland must establish:

“that the community would experience significant adverse economic, social or environmental impacts if the material change of use proposal were not to proceed.”

Hurdle 3.  The Regulatory Provisions also state that the following do not establish an overriding need in the public interest:

(a) “activities with relatively few locational requirements such as residential development and shopping centres” or

(b) interests in or options over the site; or

(c) the site’s availability or ownership.”

Hurdle 4.  The Integrated Planning Act (IPA) requires that Council’s decision in this matter must not “conflict with the planning scheme, unless there are sufficient grounds to justify the decision despite the conflict.”
  “Grounds” are defined as “matters of public interest” but do not include “the personal circumstances of an applicant, owner or interested party.”
 
That Stockland should provide in its application a persuasive argument for an overriding need for the development in the public interest would appear mandatory.

Stockland’s Argument

As indicated above, Stockland has glibly dismissed the need to prove an overriding need in the public interest, as required by both the SEQRP and SPP1/03.  Council, in its information request, asked Stockland to:

“Demonstrate how the development complies with the objectives of both the South East Queensland Regional Plan (Section 2.5) and State Planning Policy 1/03 for Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide.”

Stockland completely ignored the request to demonstrate compliance with SPP 1/03 in its response.  Its full reply was:

“The South East Queensland Regional Plan (Section 2.5) does not include as an objective nor a principle that “development within watercourses, wetlands, riparian areas and floodplains should be restricted unless there is a demonstrated overriding need in the public interest”. It is included as a note on the stated principles.”

Nor has Stockland mentioned the requirements of SPP 1/03 anywhere else in its application or its information response.  As well as ignoring the overriding public need requirement of SPP 1/03, Stockland has made no attempt to demonstrate that no other site is suitable and reasonably available for the proposal.

With regard to the SEQRP, Stockland has dismissed the overriding need requirement with the remark, “It is included as a note on the stated principles.”  By dismissing this requirement, Stockland has invited refusal of its application.  Please refer to our previous remarks under “A FUNDAMENTAL FLAW IN THE APPLICATION” on page 2 of this submission.

Throughout the application, Stockland has confused the requirement to demonstrate public need with its own objectives, as a developer, to develop and sell land.  In response to a Council request to “Identify the community need/benefits which require/justify the proposal”
, Stockland provided a “… summary of the community ‘need’ and ‘public interest’ resulting from the proposed Twin Waters West development ...”
, namely:

(i) consolidation of the urban nature of the surrounding area by merging this fragmented agricultural site into the adjoining urban development of Twin Waters;  [Comment - Stockland is clutching at straws here by constructing such a vague sentence.  It may mean that Stockland believes there is a community benefit in getting rid of agricultural land and replacing it with residential dwellings.  If this is the meaning, such a benefit has not been demonstrated in the application.]

(ii) rehabilitation and preservation of remnant vegetation and habitat whilst positively contributing to the natural amenity of the site;  [Comment - Stockland has not successfully demonstrated that altering the hydrological characteristics of the land by filling the land and by building walls to control flood flow will benefit the ecological values of the site.]

(iii) provision of community facilities;  [Comment - Community facilities would only need to be provided on the site as a consequence of introducing 950 dwellings to the area.  They are not needed to satisfy an existing community need.]

(iv) limits on the opportunity for greenfield residential development in the area;  [Comment - Perhaps this could be interpreted as “We only plan to put 950 dwellings on the site.  This will prevent another developer from coming along later and putting 2,000 dwellings there.”]

(v) future potential sterilization of land;  [Comment - Stockland has provided nothing that could be used to interpret this benefit (Is it a benefit?) of the proposal.]

(vi) sufficiency of residential land to meet demand; and  [Comment - Stockland has not proven the existence of a demand for residential land over and above that which is readily available.]

(vii) accommodation and servicing/justification of future transport infrastructure beneficial to both the local community as well as the regional community.  [Comment - Stockland’s argument that an increase the population will justify the need for additional transport infrastructure is a specious one.  The paucity of public transport infrastructure in the area is well recognized.  However, there are better ways of providing it than forcing an improvement by increasing the population. 
] 

Stockland provided a consultant’s report, perhaps intended to be an attempt to persuade Council that there is sufficient need for the development to justify approval.  The document is titled “Twin Waters – Residential Needs Assessment”.
  Remarkably, the phrase “public interest” does not appear in this document.  It is merely a perfunctory assessment of the likely population growth on the Sunshine Coast and the need for additional dwellings to house this growth.  It pays little attention to the following:

· The SEQRP requires that the former Maroochy Shire be able to provide 41,000 total new dwellings to accommodate projected growth to 2026.

· The Draft Local Growth Management Strategy (LGMS) submitted by Maroochy Shire Council to the State Government stated, “… the Maroochy Plan already provides sufficient dwelling capacity (approximately 53,000 additional dwellings including rural residential and rural capacity) to exceed the overall indicative target of 41,000 new dwellings to 2026.”

Thus, the Draft LGMS claims a capacity for 12,000 dwellings above that required by the SEQRP.  Therefore, the 950 dwellings proposed by Stockland are not needed to satisfy projected demand.  By way of comment, we cannot help but wonder at Council’s “admission” on the sufficiency of future dwelling capacity on the one hand when, on the other hand, its Draft LGMS sought to open the way to development of the subject site. 

As shown earlier, Stockland must convince Council of an overriding need, first and foremost, for its proposal.  If this overriding need is not proven, then Council is bound to refuse the application.  

THE URBAN FOOTPRINT

The South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005-2026 (SEQRP) includes the subject site in the defined Urban Footprint area.
  However, the SEQRP qualifies such inclusions by stating, “Inclusion of land in the Urban Footprint does not imply that all such lands can be developed for urban purposes”.
  It then amplifies this by saying, “Land in the Urban Footprint may otherwise be unsuitable for urban development for a range of more local reasons, including constraints such as flooding, land slope, scenic amenity, and protection of biodiversity values of state, regional or local significance.”
   

The SEQRP delegates to local government the determining of desired use of land with these constraints.
  Council should reject the application because it conflicts with Council’s stated position on the development of this land.

THE PROPOSAL CONFLICTS WITH

MAROOCHY PLAN 2000

MP 2000 recognizes that, historically, development has taken place on flood plains and that this has caused adverse economic and social impacts.
  The recent flooding in North Queensland has drawn attention to this fact.   However, the folly of continuing this practice is highlighted by one of the principle elements in Council’s Floodprone Land Strategy, namely “… the limitations on further urban development on flood prone land …” 
 

The land that is the subject of this application is located in Precinct 7 of Planning Area 23 in MP2000.  The preferred dominant land use designation for this Planning Area is, “agricultural production” in the MP2000 Strategic Plan
.  The statement of key character elements for Planning Area 23 reinforces this designation by including a statement, “Development for urban purposes is not intended in this Planning Area.” 
 Additionally, the statement of preferred and acceptable uses of land in Precinct 7, which is designated “Sustainable Canelands”, contains the words, “Neither urban nor rural residential uses are considered consistent with the intent and desired character of this Precinct...”

Conflicts with the land use requirements of the planning scheme are not necessarily grounds for refusing a Preliminary Approval application.  In fact, Stockland goes to great length to argue that, because the subject land has not been used to grow cane for (a claimed) 15 years, it is no longer suitable for agricultural use.
  However, the suitability or otherwise of this land for agricultural purposes is not a determining factor for its suitability as urban land.  In addition, Stockland does not concede that research on the suitability of caneland for the production of biodiesel and cabinet timber is presently being carried out on the Sunshine Coast.
  The precautionary principle should be invoked by Council to prevent the loss of this land to agricultural use.

THE PROPOSAL IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE SUNSHINE COAST

GROWTH MANAGEMENT POSITION PAPER

The Sunshine Coast Growth Management Position Paper (GMPP) was prepared by the Sunshine Coast Regional Council in order to summarise and modify the draft LGMS’s of the former local governments of Noosa, Maroochy and Caloundra.  It is also Council’s submission to the State Government on the Draft SEQRP 2005-2026.  As such, it does not yet have the force of law.  However, amongst other things, it clearly reflects both the community’s and the current Council’s view on residential development on flood prone areas.

One of the principles that supports Council’s vision for the Sunshine Coast is:

“Avoid urban development in areas of environmental significance or biophysical constraints and in areas subject to natural hazards and climate change impacts”

To this end, Council has requested that the Draft LGMS designation for Twin Waters West , the site that is the subject of this application, be changed from “Urban Growth Area” to “Major Area within the Urban Footprint Not Intended for Urban Development.”
  Thus, the application directly conflicts with Council’s vision for the Sunshine Coast.

STOCKLAND’S FLOOD STUDY IS FLAWED

Was Archimedes Wrong?  The subject site is on the Maroochy River floodplain and is subject to inundation during floods.  Maroochy Plan 2000 (MP2000) shows that the site is completely covered by floodwaters in a 1 in 100 year flood event.
  Information provided by Stockland
 also shows that inundation also occurs during flood events of less severity.  To ensure proposed homesites are safe from flooding in a 1 in 100 year event, Stockland proposes that around 1.2 million cubic meters of fill will be imported to the site.
  As a consequence of dumping this amount of fill into a 1 In 100 year event, Stockland states, “… the modelling predicts decreases in the order of 100mm for the existing urban areas of Pacific Paradise to the north of the site.”
  To ensure Archimedes Principle does indeed apply to this site, Council should reject Stockland’s flood modelling and commission independent research.

Incremental Fill.  No account is taken of the incremental filling of the Maroochy floodplain undertaken in recent years for residential development.  Very large quantities of fill have been used at Hyatt Coolum, Stockland Boardwalk, Town of Seaside and other development sites on the Maroochy flood plain.  The old “Nostalgia Town” site, adjacent to the subject site, has also been approved for filling.  MP2000 recognizes the dangers: “… urban development and land filling within the flood plain can have a cumulative and adverse effect on flood levels, by obstructing flood flows and by reducing the available flood storage areas.”
  Development Watch suggests that the results of flood modelling provided by Stockland should not be relied upon, as it did not take into account the cumulative effects of this fill.

Flood Effects During Staged Construction.  Stockland has only modelled flood events for the base case before filling) and for the final configuration.  The development and thus the filling of the site is planned to take place in stages over a five-year period.
  As a 1 in 100 year flood event could occur in any of these years, Development Watch suggests that modelling should be done to show the impact of flooding at the end of each stage.

Choice of Manning’s ‘n’ Coefficient.  Development Watch notes that the values chosen for the Manning’s ‘n’ roughness coefficient do not reflect the terrain at and around the site.  Stockland has provided a table of values chosen
 but a cursory examination reveals that some are inappropriate.  A value for the site of 0.15 is used, representing sugar cane.  However, the site does not contain sugar cane.  Also, a value of 0.05 representing swampland is used for the Twin Waters urban area, instead of the more appropriate urban area value of 0.50.  Development Watch suggests that the flood modelling should be repeated, using more appropriate values for Manning’s ‘n’.

INADEQUATE HYDROLOGICAL INFORMATION

In addition to dumping 1.2 million cubic metres of fill on part of the site, Stockland proposes that two portions of the site will be excavated to lower the ground level below that presently existing.  These excavated areas are called “Woodland Areas”
.  In the northern area, the average ground level will be reduced from around 1.50m AHD to around 0.25m AHD.  In the southern area, the average ground level will be reduced from around 1.25m AHD to around 0.75m AHD.  As groundwater levels on the site are claimed to vary between 0.19 and 0.60m AHD
, there is a likelihood that groundwater will be intersected by the excavation.  Stockland has not assessed the likely effect of excavation on groundwater and the subsequent effect on the remnant vegetation.

The northern excavated area is designed to carry stormwater and floodwater from the west into the Twin Waters canal system.  At the eastern end of this excavation, a weir at 0.9m AHD is proposed
 which is claimed will prevent tidal flows from the canal into the excavated area.  Although not mentioned in Stockland’s documentation, this weir will also retain some stormwater in the excavated area and create a likely breeding ground for mosquitoes.

SCENIC AMENITY

One of the great views for tourists and residents heading north from Maroochydore is the magnificent view from the summit of the Maroochy River Bridge.  The expanse of rural land, with Mount Coolum in the background, gives the impression that one has finally left the city behind.  Construction of 950 dwellings on the floodplain in the foreground of this view will destroy this impression.  Screening with vegetation will not be able to hide the expanse of rooftops.

The SEQRP, as well as delegating to local government the authority to reject residential development on flood prone land in the Urban Footprint, also allows rejection on scenic amenity grounds.
  Council should reject this application on scenic amenity grounds alone.

A BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY

Development Watch takes this opportunity to express serious doubts about the confidentiality of the drafting and handling of the Draft LGMS submitted by Maroochy Shire Council (MSC) to the State Government.  In view of the attempts by Stockland to avoid the requirements of the SPP and the SEQRP, this takes on an even more serious concern than would otherwise be the case.  We claim that Stockland had access to the document before it was released to the public and may have even influenced its content.

The designated land use of the subject site in MP2000 is “sustainable caneland” and, as such, is not available for residential development.  However, in May 2007, MSC submitted to the (then) Office of Urban Management (OUM) a confidential
 Draft LGMS that designated the subject site as a greenfield area that is “… intended to accommodate a range of residential densities.”
  Development Watch does not dispute Council’s right to suggest changes to designated land use.

However, Stockland, in its response to Council’s information request, has revealed that it had knowledge of this confidential document before it was made public.  MSC submitted the confidential document to OUM in May 2007, Stockland submitted its application in August 2007 and the draft LGMS was released to the public in January, 2008. 
  Stockland’s response to the information request stated:

“The development application was lodged with regard to and in recognition of the Draft LGMS which clearly demonstrates the strategic intent for the land and the area at the time the application was lodged.”

Thus, Stockland was aware of the content of the Draft LGMS at least five months before it was publicly released.  This is prima facie evidence of a serious breach of confidentiality by Council staff or a councillor.  

Council’s sent its Information Request to Stockland in October 2007, three months before the Draft LGMS was released.  It contains a clear indication that the author was aware that Stockland had a copy of this document.  The second piece of information requested by Council was:

“Alternatively, demonstrate how the proposal complies with the LGMS/Structure Plan for the area, particularly with respect to sequencing of development and staging of infrastructure.”

Stockland’s response began, “Under Map 5.7 Sequencing Strategy of the Local Growth Management Strategy (LGMS) …”,
 clearly indicating that it did, indeed, have a copy.  There are many other references to the LGMS in both the Information Request and in Stockland’s response.
Our concern about the association between Stockland and Council staff is reinforced by the author’s ‘plea’ in this first paragraph of MSC’s request for information:

“Please note that the current application must be able to demonstrate support / justification against the current planning scheme in absence of an LGMS and Structure Plan / Local Area Plan having been prepared that includes the subject site. This is a significant issue and affects the ability of Council planning officers to properly assess or support the application. Stockland is encouraged to withdraw the application until an LGMS and Structure Plan is in place.  The current forecast for the availability of the LGMS for public review is March/April 2008. Stockland is encouraged to meet and discuss the proposed development with Council’s Strategic Planning Branch after that time, prior to re-lodgement of the application.  If the application is not withdrawn, Council will progress the application in accordance with the requirements of the IPA.”

Councillors and local government employees are bound by the confidentiality provisions of the Local Government Act (1993).  Section 250(2) of this Act states -

“A person who is or has been a local government councillor must not release information that the person knows, or should reasonably know, is information that—

(a) is confidential to the local government; and

(b) the local government wishes to keep confidential.”
Section 1143(4) contains an identical provision for local government employees.

Development Watch requests that the CEO, SCRC, as part of the decision stage of this assessment, or separately, investigates and makes public the results of such investigation concerning:

· this breach of confidentiality within Council: and

· whether or not Stockland influenced the drafting of the Draft LGMS as it relates to the subject site, or any other site.

COUNCIL’S DECISION MUST COMPLY WITH THE

INTEGRATED PLANNING ACT
The Integrated Planning Act (IPA) requires that Council’s decision in this matter must not “conflict with the planning scheme, unless there are sufficient grounds to justify the decision despite the conflict.”
  “Grounds” are defined as “matters of public interest” but do not include “the personal circumstances of an applicant, owner or interested party.”
 

Development Watch reminds Council that if it approves the application despite the conflict with MP2000, then Council must publish in its Decision Notice “the reasons for the decision, including a statement of the sufficient grounds …”

RECOMMENDATION

Development Watch recommends that this application be refused because:

· it has not demonstrated sufficient public interest grounds, as required by IPA, to justify approval despite the conflict with MP2000;

· it does not prove an overriding need for the development in the public interest as required by State Planning Policy 1/03 and by the South East Queensland Regional Plan;

· it would, if approved, seriously degrade the visual amenity of a wide cross-section of the community and of tourists; and

· there is no matter of public interest that would justify relaxation of the planning requirements of Maroochy Plan 2000.

Development Watch also requests a thorough investigation of our claim that there was a serious breach of confidentiality in Council concerning Stockland’s access to the confidential Draft LGMS.

Yours faithfully,

B. K. Raison

President

ATTACHMENT 1


Reproduced from the South East Queensland Regional Plan (Amendment 1), Part H – Regulatory Provisions, Schedule 3, page 55

Schedule 3 How to determine overriding need in the public interest





To determine an overriding need in the public interest an applicant must establish–





(a) the overall social, economic and environmental benefits of the material change of use weighed against–


(i) any detrimental impact upon the natural values of the site; and


(ii) conflicts with the desired outcomes of the Regional Plan, especially in relation to promoting consolidation of development within the Urban Footprint and preventing land fragmentation in the Regional Landscape and Rural Production Area or Investigation Area; and


(b) that the community would experience significant adverse economic, social or environmental impacts if the material change of use proposal were not to proceed.





This may require an assessment to determine if the material change of use could reasonably be located within the Urban Footprint.





The following do not establish an overriding need in the public interest–





(a) activities with relatively few locational requirements such as residential development and shopping centres; or


(b) interests in or options over the site; or


(c) the site’s availability or ownership.














� South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005-2026 (SEQRP), Queensland Government, Office of Urban Management, June 2005, page 21


� State Planning Policy 1/03, Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide, Queensland Government, 2003, Outcome 1, page 6


� SPP 1/03, para 6.11, page 7


� SEQRP, Section 2.5, page 34


� Although the Regulatory Provisions themselves do not apply to this application, Schedule 3 does apply as the term, ”overriding need in the public interest” is only described here.  


� SEQRP (Amendment 1), Part H – Regulatory Provisions, Schedule 3, page 55


� SEQRP (Amendment 1), Part H – Regulatory Provisions, Schedule 3, page 55


� See Integrated Planning Act (1997) (IPA), s3.5.14(2)(b).


� See IPA, Schedule 10, Dictionary.


� Information Request, Maroochy Shire Council, 30 October, 2007, Item 101, page 18


� Response to Information Request, Stockland Development Pty Ltd, December 2008, page 53


� Information Request, Item 16, page 5


� Response to Information Request, page 54


� The Nautilus Transport Corridor Study is a partnership with the State and Local Government, the community and industry.  It aims to identify options for improving public transport between Maroochydore, Noosa, Nambour and Cooroy.


� Response to Information Request, Appendix C


� SEQRP, Table 6, page 66


� Draft LGMS, Section 2.2, page 4


� SEQRP, Map 2, SEQ regional land use categories, page 14


� SEQRP, page 16


� SEQRP, page 16


� SEQRP, page 16


� Sunshine Coast Growth Management Position Paper (GMPP), Sunshine Coast Regional Council, July 2008, Table, page 37, designates the subject site as “Major Area within the Urban Footprint Not Intended for Urban Development”


� Maroochy Plan 2000 (MP2000), Vol 2, Strategic Plan, Section 16.2, second Key Issue, page 72


� MP2000, Vol 2, Strategic Plan, Section 16.3.1, page 72


� See MP2000 Strategic Plan Map 2.1


� MP2000, Vol 3, Section 3.23.3 (2)(b), page 309


� MP2000, Vol 3, Section 3.23.4 (7), page 314


� As an example, Stockland claims, “Continued or future use as cane land is not viable and alternative agricultural uses are limited, marginal and unsuitable”.  See Response to Information Request, page 40, Item 15


� Trial plantings on caneland of pongamia pinnata (for biodiesel production) and of various cabinet timbers are presently being undertaken on the Sunshine Coast by Pacific Renewable Energy P/L and Queensland Timber Plantations P/L


� GMPP, Section 3.2, page 36


� GMPP, Table, page 37


� MP2000, Regulatory Map 1.5, Flood Prone and Drainage Constraint Areas


� The Response to Information Request, Appendix H (Integrated Water Management Plan) shows at Appendix B that inundation occurs over part of the site to be filled, even during 1 in 20 year flood events.


� Response to Information Request, Appendix E (Engineering, Water and Sewerage Report), text page 2.


� Response to Information Request, Appendix H (Integrated Water Management Plan), Summary, page viii


� MP2000, Vol 2, Section 16.4.1, page 72


� Response to Information Request, Appendix E, page 1


� Response to Information Request, Appendix H, Section 2.3.2 shows the values chosen and Fig 2-3 shows the areas to which these values apply


� Response to Information Request, Appendix E, Figure 2.2.  The excavated areas are shown in blue.


� Response to Information Request, Appendix H, Section 1.2.3, page 1-2


� Response to Information Request, Appendix H, Section 1.5.1, page 2-6


� SEQRP, Urban Footprint, Description, page 16


� See Ordinary Meeting Minutes, Maroochy Shire Council, 23 May 2007, Agenda Item 10..2.2, which records the resolution that, “The draft Local Growth Management Strategy remain confidential until formal public notification commences.”


� Maroochy Shire Local Growth Management Strategy – Draft, May 2007 (Confidential), Section 6.5.4, page 49.


� See MSC Media Release “Draft Local Growth Management Strategy now available”, dated 23 January, 2008


� Response to Information Request, Section 4.3, page 37, first paragraph


� Information Request, page 3, request 2


� Response to Information Request, Section 8.0, page 47


� Information Request, 30 October 2007, page 1


� See IPA s3.5.14(2)(b).


� See IPA Schedule 10, Dictionary.


� See IPA s3.5.15(2)(l).
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