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TOMAREE RATEPAYERS & RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION





DETAILED REVIEW OF REVISED DRAFT OF
NELSON BAY 2030 STRATEGY 
CIRCULATED EARLY NOVEMBER FOR FORUM
(This review has been carried out on the hard copy version mailed to TRRA including the tracked changes as presented at the October 31 forum) 

1. The document should have a Date and a Table of Contents 
2. Page 1, Para 1.  The preface should include a map of the geographical area which is the subject of the Strategy. This should indicate street names or other features which define the boundaries.  (The first map is on page 31 and that is very small and ambiguous given that it has orange shading which overlaps a red boundary line)  The preface should define “Nelson Bay” in some way by reference to administrative or statistical sub-divisions and if other perceptions of Nelson Bay are to be referred to, such as that adopted in the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy or the Nelson Bay Planning District, readers should be alerted to the differing definitions and a glossary of these various localities should be included accompanied by maps. 
The problem with this failure to define is clearly demonstrated by the reference to “Nelson Bay Town Centre” in Paragraph 2. 
Ultimately  this will become highly significant if LEP and or DCP controls are to be imposed on a geographical entity of Nelson Bay.

3. Page1, Second Column, Para. 1.  Should the word “visualize” be replaced with “realize” ?
4. Page 2.  Suggest a reference to the full text being available in Section 6 of the Strategy commencing on  Page 31.
5. Page 3, Background, Para. 3, Column 2 under “ Setting”.  The statement “the slope in the area challenges certain development patterns” requires elaboration as to what the challenge is. 
6. Page 4, Projections For Population Growth.  There should be a reference to the fact that the LHRS is earmarked for comprehensive review by the current NSW Government
7. Page 4, Last Para.  TRRA does not accept that the LHRS intent is to accommodate all of the projected growth “in and around the Nelson Bay Town Centre”.  Even the latest version of the Port Stephens Planning Strategy defines Nelson Bay more widely for its projections.  Landcom Development at Corlette and proposed developments at Anna Bay will deliver a significant proportion of the 1200 dwellings proposed.
8. Page 5, Population Projections.  It is stated that the projections are for the “Nelson Bay Area” which seems to be that defined on page 59, which does not align with the Strategy Area.   If on the other hand it is the PSPS Nelson Bay Area a map should be provided.  The figure for “Dwelling Yield” is 769 which does  not align with the LHRS figure of 1200. 
TRRA believes that there needs to be a more detailed discussion of the basis for all projections including the assumptions which have been used and the regional trends/market forces which are considered to justify the targets.  For example, where so much of the housing stock is built for a tourism market any projection should include an analysis of the future tourism market not only in terms of number of visitor nights but the likely demand for specific types of accommodation (hotel, caravan  park, residential unit type and size).
9. Page 6, Conclusion, Para.1.  There is no evidence to support the claim “the growth in Nelson Bay will meet if not exceed the projected target ……..”. In fact over the 2001-2006 period the population according to the figures in the 2007 Economic Development Strategy declined by around 20%  (page 31). Even the Demographics appendix on page 59 points to a decline in population of “Nelson Bay” over this period (although the actual figures do not tally with those in the Economic Strategy).  If the PSPS figures or the Demographics figures are compiled from a special aggregation of census data, we ask that the data be attached as an appendix.
Simple analysis of the PSPS projected population growth, shown after Table 1 on page 5, indicates an increase in population of 1499 in the period 2009 to 2031.  Applying an average household size of 2.16 this indicates a need for only 693 additional dwellings, well short of the 1200 called for in the LHRS.  TRRA accepts that  an additional 693 may be a reasonable expectation given that a proportion of these would be for week-end or holiday occupation and would not be directly related to the population recorded on Census night.  The figure of an additional 1200 dwellings may even be reasonable if it is distributed across the entire “specialised tourism precinct” as described in the LHRS.
All the signs are that a significant proportion of the more recently constructed apartments in the CBD remain unsold or are empty for most of the year.  All estate agents say the market is depressed and are unwilling to predict a recovery any time soon. 

10.  At the conclusion of Para. 2, Page 6, there is also a statement “Greenfield land will need to be used wisely in order to achieve the development intensity required to deliver … accommodate the expected population increase”.  Recent Landcom Greenfield subdivisions  (and the proposed subdivision at Fishermans Bay) do not  incorporate the “intensity” of  development being advocated in this Para. They would seem to be guided by market preferences rather than unrealistic population growth targets driven by a theoretical desire to impose metropolitan style residential densities. 
11.  Page 6, Column 2, Para. 1. The logic of the statistical analysis is difficult to follow. In particular the reference to the LRHS “suggestion” - that 50% growth in jobs is required in Nelson Bay alone -  is unrealistic .  The wording appears inaccurate in the 3rd last line - “from” should read “by”.  In any event TRRA does not accept the proposition, as Nelson Bay will always have a high proportion of retirees and those in work will always be prepared to travel to other major employment centres  such as Salamander Bay, Taylors Beach, Williamtown,  Newcastle  and the Hunter Valley.  The self-sufficiency analysis in TRRA’s view is not sensible or useful.  We support encouragement of additional employment but reject this unachievable ratio-based target.
12. Page 7, Column 2, Para. 4. CSIS should be replaced with PSPS.
13. Page 9, Section 2, Establishing its Position,  Column 2, first 2 Paras. TRRA does not agree with the first dot point as an appropriately sized supermarket with a good range of offers such as a deli and fresh fish would attract a local pedestrian clientele who prefer not to drive to Salamander and capture shoppers from the eastern end of the peninsula.  These shoppers having visited the supermarket will take the opportunity to access the wider range of retail offers within easy walking distance across the CBD. 

The second dot point may have validity even in the current Woolworths DA. The big box 
model with blank walls to Stockton and Donald Streets would be unacceptable. TRRA 

urges council to resist this negative impact and insist that non supermarket retail shops front     the streets and that there be some setbacks with landscaping along the major street frontages. 

14. Pages 9, !0, Tourism.   This is valid content which needs to be reflected in proposals throughout the Strategy.  Visitors come for the natural assets of the locality and an experience which differs from that of their origin. Those leaving a dense high rise urban environment probably don’t expect or want this ambience in Nelson Bay.
15. Page 11, Directions, Para. 1.  Much has been made of the need to improve the connection between the CBD and the waterfront. TRRA acknowledges that this connection can be reinforced with improved landscaping and pedestrian infrastructure through Apex Park and across Teramby Road. We also believe that vital initiatives in this regard are to divert the through traffic off Government Road and Victoria Parade and extend Yacaaba Street to Victoria Parade.  
     We note David Crofts’ opinion at the last forum that a “seamless” transition does not require a dense infill of buildings across Apex Park as proposed by Patrick Partners. Nor did he advocate a commonality of function of the Marina with the CBD.  TRRA and the PSC Councillors  agree with the Croft’s proposition that this linkage across Apex Park can be achieved with improvements to the pedestrian access way with materials and themes matching those on Stockton Street, additional activities ( possibly temporary stalls/ booths,  buskers etc.) and provision of additional facilities in Apex Park  such as shaded seating and high quality landscaping and lighting.
16. Page 12, Section 3.0 Transport and Traffic, Para. 2.  TRRA recommends that No. 1 of the list of Primary Aims should be “the diversion of through traffic away from Government Road and Victoria Parade”. 

17. Page 13.  TRRA supports this content.
18. Page 14, Figure 4 is titled “Proposed Changes to Existing Road Networks”. The title should appear on page 14. 

TRRA queries whether the 2030 Strategy should include such detailed proposals when a traffic study is about to commence. 

TRRA suggests that the red shading of the route across Apex Park and east to Victoria Parade be deleted. This is only viable as a pedestrian access and has been so designated in Figure 3. 

The proposed extension of Dowling Street into Magnus Street East appears to be a least best option  given the topography of Magnus Street East, its narrow  road carriageway, and difficult intersection with Shoal Bay Road.  Costly widening would be essential if this was to become a “through road “ alternative  and clearing of a large number of mature trees would be necessary.  Council recently spent a lot of funds on upgrading Trafalgar Street so why not use that as an immediate, least-cost, through route.  In the longer term TRRA recommend that other by-pass options be investigated, especially making use of Austral Street.
The extension of Yacaaba  Street  to join Dowling Street is queried on the basis of the steep grade involved and the potential cost of property acquisition. 

19. Page 15, Item D. (See comment above).



Item E & F. Suggest deletion so not to confuse.


Suggest inclusion of recommendation for traffic calming on Government Road and 
Victoria Parade to slow speeds and allow safe pedestrian dominance of the domain.

20. Page 16, Para 1.  TRRA agrees.  Suggest more detailed proposals for upgrading laneways e.g. the links between Magnus Street and Donald Street. These offer potential for interesting mini retail activity as occurs in Japan where such laneways are frequently covered to enable all weather trading. (Fremantle has a similar treatment).

21. Page 18, Strategies.  There is only one bus stop in town – maybe there needs to be additional   stops, say one at the Eastern end of Magnus Street and an improved principal town bus station, possibly in conjunction with the Woolworths redevelopment.
22. Page 19, Car Parking. The reliance on a 1991 study is unacceptable. Maybe we need to await the results of the Traffic and Parking Study recently commissioned.

Para. 2, second column.  No date given for the Eppell Olsen and Partners study which concluded that there is a surplus of parking spaces in Nelson Bay.  Community opinion voiced to TRRA would reject this claim. 
The proposed removal of all off street parking from “valuable Foreshore land” needs careful consideration.  Within the Marina precinct parking for fishermen may be essential given the need to transfer equipment. Similarly those with marina berths need parking to load and unload supplies and to leave their cars in a secure location whilst they are at sea. Along the recreational zone to the East users need reasonable proximity to the very popular picnic and barbeque facilities. 

If this foreshore parking is to be removed What other location is offered?

23. Pages 19 and 21.  Residential and commercial servicing to be from the rear of buildings. 


This would be the preferred strategy in an ideal world. Unfortunately Nelson Bay has 
almost no public rear access laneways. The Strategy should provide guidance on how this can          be imposed. 
             Page 21, Column 2. TRRA strongly supports the proposal in the first dot point of Strategies.

Page 26, Emergency Service Organisations, first Para. Up-date reference to Ambulance which is now relocated to Salamander. 

Public Recreation areas, Column 2. Important to acknowledge the importance of the Foreshore open spaces including Apex Park which is also formally designated by PSC as a Heritage Site.
24. Page 29, Implementation, Column 2, No. 2  Is this point still relevant if Apex Park is no longer designated for high density buildings ?
25. Page 26, Public recreation Areas, Para 1. The policy context stated in Para. 1 is fully supported as are other references to the significance of Apex Park as public open space. Its heritage significance is also mentioned and TRRA understands that it is listed on Council’s designated heritage sites.  The general principles of the “Foreshore Plan of Management” were worked out with the community through a process of consultation and should not be ignored.

26. Page 30, Para. 1. Reference to Part 3A needs updating.
27. Page 30, Figure 11. Should the principles apply to the western side of Church Street. If five stories are to apply to the orange shaded area this would result in serious overshadowing of all residential lots adjoining the western boundaries of these sites.  Why not have Church Street as the transition Zone?

28. Page 31, Rationale Para. This perception of Apex Park as a major barrier between the town centre and the waterfront has been rejected by the community and Council as a misconception and should be deleted. The majority view is that the barrier is created by the through traffic on Government Road, the bulk and alignment of Nelson Towers,  and to a lesser extent the change of level at Teramby Road.   In Column 2, Page 31, Point 3 needs to be reconsidered if the decision is to retain  Apex Park and the Eastern Marina car park as open space.   Point 4 should be rejected as totally impractical due to the steep almost vertical slope down to Victoria Parade and the cost of an intersection at Victoria Parade.   Besides the implications for traffic circulation would be to direct more volume from Fingal Bay and Shoal Bay onto the foreshore route which now is channeled along Dowling Street.   It is understood that this idea originated from councilors  but they need to be informed of the impracticalities.
29. Page 33, Principle 9, Column 2, Action 1. The flexibility to accommodate commercial activity on the ground floor should be confined to the portion of the Town Centre where such land use has a potential to emerge. i.e. the commercial heart. TRRA believes this requirement should not be forced on residential developments on the periphery for example on the western end of Tomaree Street and Government Road or on Church Street. Action item 2 is strongly supported in the interests of attracting more permanent residents. 

 Principle 10 – Reference to Part 3A needs up-date. Action Point 3 needs reconsideration as 8-10 storeys is almost certainly higher than the escarpment.

30. Page 34, Outcome.  The prescription in 1 - “Buildings are to be Urban and fully address the street and side boundaries  at the ground and first floor levels ( zero setback)” does not align with councillor’s  direction to avoid canyoning .  Why not encourage some landscaping in front and between buildings to ensure that Nelson Bay gives some impression that it is in harmony with its natural surroundings and to optimize solar and natural ventilation efficiency. Otherwise air-conditioning will be needed in every dwelling.

31. Page 36. Draft Port Stephens LEP 2011. Will this be in place in 2011? CSIS now PSPS.
32. Page 37,  DCP 2007, Column 2. The provisions outlined appear quite sensible and if properly applied would yield a better outcome than the Cullen formula referred to at the bottom of the page.  TRRA sees merit in maintaining some zonings which reflect different uses such as core business and retail, residential and tourist accommodation needs.
33.  Page 38, Vision for Nelson Bay. TRRA agrees that the Development Controls should encourage an urban form that is “acceptable to the community”.   The Mike Cullen dense Mediterranean style was not accepted by the community. 

34. Page 39, Vision Statement. This is generally acceptable but the last paragraph again raises the objective of “Intensification”.  If this implies an objective of encouraging development of the vacant sites and redevelopment of the underutilized sites with infill, this is supported. However, if it implies the outcomes envisaged in the Patrick Partners or Design Urban Reports, TRRA would strongly reject such intensification on the grounds that it would destroy the ambience of Nelson Bay which now attracts visitors and residents.

35.  Page 40, Waterfront Link to Town, Column 2, last para.  This does not align with the latest recommendation not to build on Apex Park.  Suggest reword to reflect the proposed improved pedestrian linkage and improvements to Apex Park as an open space.

36. Page 41. The map in Table 6 is an amended version of that which first appeared in the Patrick Partners Report.  It still has features which do not align with the latest prescription for Apex Park and the waterfront. The red line depicting an Active Frontage no longer applies as the buildings have been removed. The extension of parking across Teramby Road (white shading) into Apex Park is not contemplated.

37. Page 42, Urban Form.  Paragraph 2 seems to perpetuate the Patrick Partners theme that the simple answer for Nelson Bay is intensification. TRRA accepts that improvement of built form and facilities on the western part of the waterfront would be a desirable outcome  (however, the boat servicing facility is vital to the viability of the marina). The direction of Councillors needs to be respected. 

38.  Page 44. Need to increase font size to enable the key to be read. Make sure caption is located on page 44.

39.  Page 45, Urban Form.  Principles fully supported.
40.  Page 46.  The last para. in Column 2 refers to the “Steve Thorne” analysis which is reported in the document produced by Urban Design dated March 2011. This was to be appended to the revised Strategy document (but was not). TRRA notes that a key objective of this report was “to test the potential for new residential development in the town centre…” and “to ascertain how many residential units could be accommodated within the town centre on vacant and redevelopment sites.” Frequent references are made to the principles and density requirements which were applied in Melbourne especially the Docklands redevelopment on the edge of the Melbourne CBD.  The report concluded that there is scope to accommodate an additional 1,990 dwellings, 17,000 sq.m. of retail floor space and 10,000 sq.m. of office floorspace.  The proposed composition is focused on undersized one and two bedroom apartments, with only one car park (80 % of the additional capacity) with all visitor parking on the street.  Local real estate agents and holiday rental agencies have made it clear that such dwellings are virtually unsaleable and are also do not meet holiday letting preferences.   TRRA does not believe that this analysis has been conducted with the essential consideration of actual market realities in this locality.  It seeks to impose the urban form and densities of an inner metropolitan project on a NSW North Coast tourist, dormitory and retirement centre.  We query whether the final Nelson Bay Strategy should incorporate the principles or the assessed development potentials contained in this document.  It was completed before Councillors  issued their directions for the revision of the Strategy in June and its content does not align with Councillors’ or the community’s vision for the future of Nelson Bay.
41. Page 47, Figure 19 (shown on page 48). This map has been amended to reflect the Councillors’ directives in respect of Apex Park.  IT RETAINS THE PROPOSAL  FOR 5 STOREYS  ACROSS MOST OF THE WATERFRONT INCLUDING THE SITE OF THE EXISTING MARINA BUILDINGS AND THE CAR PARK EAST OF THOSE BUILDINGS AND ON THE SITE OF THE PARADISO APARTMENTS ON AN ADJOINING BLOCK TO THE WEST OF THIS SITE (See Orange shading).  This is in direct conflict with the last paragraph in column 1 of this page which is the Councillors’ direction on foreshore building heights.
Paragraph 2 on this page also conflicts with Councillor’s directives in relation to avoidance of canyoning and excessive densities. 

TRRA also questions whether the proposed height of 12 storeys at the rear of the Bowling Club is acceptable in that this height is likely to intrude on the views to Kurrara Hill’s wooded backdrop to the town when viewed from the bay, the Marina and locations within the CBD. Our opinion is that the 7 storeys of the Landmark apartments is as high as buildings in this location can go without undesirable impact.
42. Page 48. See comments above on Figure 19.
Principles: Principles 3 and 4 equally conflict with the Councillors’ directives which are the reason for the deletions on page 47.

43. Page 49.  Street Typologies:  Main Street diagram includes Victoria Parade which now does not have new developments proposed and is unlikely to see redevelopment of Nelson Towers.  Suggest delete “Victoria”.  Does the diagram reflect the principles advanced by David Crofts at the 31 October Forum for sunlight penetration in Winter?

44. Page 49.  Street Typologies:  Multi Purpose:  TRRA does not support the insistence of Ground Floors meeting criteria for Commercial uses in West Tomaree Street, Church Street or Layman Street as we do not believe that these locations will ever be commercial, especially given council’s decision to sell 9.5 hectares of commercial land at Salamander Bay. Such a requirement may deter residential development which is already marginally viable or not viable at all.
45. Page 50.  All references to the Council Resolution should be 24 May which was the date of the Ordinary Council Meeting when the vote was taken. 

46.  Page 51.  Photographic examples of proposed Building setbacks and urban form. If text and captions are to be deleted the photos should also be deleted.
47. Page 53, Section 7.0E: Urban Character. TRRA supports the broad concepts contained in Para. 1.
The reference to Colonnades has been discussed in a number of community forums and found to be unacceptable. This design element brings a heavy and enclosed ambience, not conducive to admission of natural light and breezes. It is also considered to have negative implications for security and graffiti which are significant problems in the Nelson Bay area.  Originally there was a suggestion that the colonnades rise from the edge of the street covering the footpath which was seen was a means of maximizing the density and floorspace in buildings.  TRRA would strongly oppose this design on the grounds that it would increase the canyonning  effect especially if it was permitted on both sides of a street. Canopies are the preferred solution to footpath protection.

48. Page 54. Design elements for retail shop frontages should be tested with the business chamber and retailers generally. 

Column 2, Item 3, is strongly supported. The issue appears to have already been raised in the case of the current Woolworths DA.
49. Page 55. Roof Treatments.  TRRA appreciates the objective, however the question arises whether the pitched roof would need to be within the current height limitation. If not it would add height across the town and intrude on view lines.

Column 2,  Item 2: The proposal for car parking and servicing to be located at the rear of buildings is desirable but where there are no public laneways, a strategy to obtain these access ways needs to be discussed.

50. Page 58, Section  7.0 E: Urban Character. TRRA strongly supports all these proposals including the  establishment of  a Design Review Panel.
51.  Page 59, Demographics  Figure 20.   This map is too small to be of use especially in defining “Nelson Bay”.  There is no attempt to describe the area covered or its relationship to the area covered by the Strategy or other references to Nelson Bay throughout the document.  The Planning District Nelson Bay is difficult to reconcile with ABS Statistical Divisions.  If the statistics are a special aggregation of Census Collectors’ District data this should be specified.
52. Page 62, Table 17. The very high vacancy rate for medium density and units and apartments is not surprising given the impact of seasonality on the Nelson Bay locality. Unfortunately this empty box problem applies for all of the off-season periods across the year and to a degree, is a symptom of market failure of developers in their decisions on the type of dwelling they build.
53. Pages 64 - 75, View Analysis.  These images are useful in considering many aspects of the Strategy.   TRRA notes that the document does not address Councillors’ request for an exploration of the possibility of offering incentives to landholders to aggregate small sites, possibly through site specific building height variations .  As this is frequently raised in discussions with landholders and developers we believe the merits and drawbacks of such an approach should be discussed.  TRRA has always been concerned by the prospect of precedents being set under this approach that could result in a rash of high rise which counters any soundly based policies for view sharing and tiered development rising towards the edges of the amphitheatre.  
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