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Letter to SLEP Review Group Members 

 
We are appealing to all SLEP Review Group members to take immediate action to achieve Council 
agreement for important changes to the Draft Shoalhaven LEP. 
 
Please contact your Ward Councillors to arrange to meet to discuss the issues and seek their support 
for the changes the community is seeking for the entire Shoalhaven Region and for local 
communities.  
 
The Review Group steering committee has gained the support of the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure and his Department for several changes considered to be of State and Regional 
strategic significance. However we have not been successful so far from our meeting with the 
Mayor, Councillor Gash on 19 October 2012 and our presentation to Council Development 
Committee on 18th February 2013 in gaining a recognition that the existing Draft SLEP2013 does 
not represent the best interests of the whole Shoalhaven community. 
 
Council has is yet to consider issues that we raised with the Minister/Department, which they have 
determined are matters for Council to decide on merit after discussion with the community. 
 
Therefore it is important that we explain to new Councillors why we consider that the changes we 
seek are so important. The Shoalhaven Local Environment Plan will shape the future of the 
Shoalhaven for decades as has the current SLEP1985. It is a document that specifies for the next 20 
years, where particular land uses should be located and the broad standards for development.  
 
We consider it should be about maintaining the character of our towns and villages, rural landscapes 
and prime agricultural lands and food security, protecting our natural and cultural environment, 
whilst sustaining tourism, the mainstay of our economy and our biggest employer and facilitating 
sustainable urban growth and economic diversity. It is a strategic document serving the entire 
community, not a plan dictated by the interests of developers. 
 
Why is it important for member groups to act now?  
 
 The draft Shoalhaven LEP will go on exhibition in April 2013, for a very short time, possibly 4 

weeks, leaving little time to put your case to individual Councillors and to prepare submissions. 
This will be the final consultation period. 

 
 It is better to discuss the issues ASAP. Councillors should be prepared to consider your 

concerns before they firm up their views in discussion with other Councillors. 
 
 Council staff will be conducting a meeting for all Councillors towards the end of March to brief 

them on the issues that the SLEP Review Group has raised. 
 
 Council has also agreed to hold a forum meeting for Councillors, SLEP Review Group 

members, CCB representatives and Council staff to discuss the SLEP Review Group issues. 
This gathering will be held early in the Exhibition period eg April.  

SLEP Review Group 
Alan Burrows  
Convenor 
02) 4441 8855 
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Please note the Council/CCB meeting on the 23rd March is a separate meeting, not specifically 
focused on the Draft SLEP2013, albeit it will be an opportunity to raise issues of meaningful 
consultation, transparent decision making and decisions to be made on merit. 
 
 Staff will provide Councillors with a package of background information to assist, with these 

meetings. This material will include Staff recommendations made to the 2012 Special 
Development Committee meetings, which the previous Councillors rejected. 

 
Huskisson and Woollamia Community Voice have sussessfully engaged with the community and 
gain greater feedback about their concerns on significant issues; (Note: Groups may need a Council 
permit or shop keepers agreement, to conduct a street stall.) 

 There is still a significant portion of the community that have little or no knowledge of the 
way the Draft SLEP2013 will impact their lives 

 The most effective way to communicate / engage our communities is to hold a Display at a 
cross road or corner in the centre of the village / town on a Saturday morning when people 
are relaxed and simply enjoying the opportunity to wander and shop. 

 Simple display .. on a Board or a number of tables with one or two informed people 
attending each display available to answer questions. 

 There is no need to “sell” an issue, simply provide factual information and allow people to 
come to their own realisation of the probable impact of the Draft SLEP2013 unless it is 
changed. 

 Then encourage informed people to … make direct approaches to their local Councillors … 
sign a petition … make a submission during the Exhibition period … write a letter to the 
editor of SCR … attend and support their local CCB 

 BUT do it NOW … the attached papers provide sufficient detail …. Plus a little thought on 
how these Shoalhaven wide issues will impact your local area 

 An additional approach is to organise a public meeting as a means of raising issues of 
concern. 

 
 
The Steering Committee has prepared the attached summary sheets to assist you with each of the 
major issues. These are in effect a Template of Shoalhaven wide issues and include; 
 
Requested changes to  
1. Aims. 
2. Land Use 
3. HOB 
4. Environmental safeguards 
5. Due Process 
 
Each paper will also canvass ….Reasons for changes. .. and …. Background. 
 
We encourage you to add your own local concerns and examples. 
 
You could provide these summaries to the individual Councillors. 
 
The issues of concern that the SLEP Review Group has been pursuing over the part 4 years are; 
 
 Increasing Height of Building Limits from 2 storeys to 11m for Residential zones R 1, R 3 and 

R 5 (applied inconsistently) and Rural and Environment Zones. 
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 Land uses in Rural and Environment zones, incompatible with the zone objectives. 
 
 Reductions in environment protections compared to the current SLEP and strategic plans. 
 
 SLEP Aims that will enhance the social, economic and environmental well-being of the 

Shoalhaven, especially given the natural, cultural and scenic qualities of our coastal and rural 
areas, the unique small scale character of our towns and villages and our reliance on tourism as 
the region’s major industry. 

 
 Council decision making to be transparent, subsequent to appropriate consultation and based on 

merit that is defensible. 
 
It is important that we continue to request that all these changes are made to benefit the entire 
region. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Alan Burrows 
Convenor 
 
For and on behalf of 
Steering Committee 
SLEP Review Group  



5.0    Requested; a return to Due Process and Decisions made on Merit 

1. That the newly elected Council not follow the ad-hoc decision making process of its predecessor and 
become a more inclusive representative of the Shoalhaven community. 

a. In his letter to mayor Gash the Minister refers to “a number of issues where there is no 
justification or strategic merit” for certain decisions made and incorporated into the Draft 
SLEP2013, these decisions being “inconsistent with adopted State or Council policy or 
positions”.  

b. We implore the Council to take an inclusive position in completing the SLEP2013, 
consulting with the community, and ensuring that decisions are made on merit, are 
transparent and in the best interest of the Shoalhaven and its citizens. 

 
2. That all ad-hoc applications for re-zoning or lot size changes made during the first Exhibition not be 

approved and undergo proper consideration via specific planning reviews to ensure due process and 
strategic merit assessment and enabling landowners and local communities to comment. 

a. The DoP&I in conjunction with the Minister have refused 12 of the 37 changes made for 
the 95 applications for zoning or lot size variations. 

b. The Minister also expressed concerns “that without a strategic approach the selective 
inclusion of zoning proposals could not be considered equitable or justified” 

3. That Council adhere to the Ministers request in his letter of 4 December 2012 to Mayor Jo Gash, that 
certain environmentally sensitive areas be zoned to ensure their proper protection in accordance with 
strategic reviews and State and Council Policy. These include; 

 “Appropriate environmental zones to protect the catchment of the internationally significant Lake 
Wollumboola” consistent with evidence of three independent government Inquiries, including the 
South Coast Sensitive Urban Lands Review. 

 
 E 1 zoning for lands at Woollamia identified in the Jervis Bay REP for inclusion in Jervis Bay 

National Park. 
 
 Residential boundaries at Crams Rd North Nowra to reflect environmentally sensitive lands and at 

Worrigee to reflect flood prone lands. 
 

Reasons for concerns. 
 
Council’s February 2013 decisions in attempting to re-open these issues raises doubts about its 
commitment to evidence-based merit assessment consistent with State independent enquiries, strategic 
plans and policies such as the South Coast Regional Strategy and the Nowra Bomaderry-Structure Plan. 
 
Council’s action; 
 

 continues uncertainty for business and the community.  
 

 raises false expectations. 
 

 leaves Council exposed to criticism of the same lack of a strategic vision that characterised the 
previous Council and  

 



 importantly diverts Councillors’ attention from issues in the Draft SLEP which are Council’s 
responsibility to resolve. 

 

Background 

The Review Group is a coalition of 25 Shoalhaven community organisations, 16 CCB’s, 7 
environmental groups and two community organisations, formed as a means of pooling resources to 
better understand the SLEP2009 (and SLEP2013) and providing explanation to the community so they 
can make informed decisions regarding the new Shoalhaven LEP 

In making submissions to Council, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Department of 
Planning the Review Group has drawn on the efforts of in excess of 500 people across the Shoalhaven, 
not to mention the memberships of each community group who were involved in critiquing the 
submissions and approving their issue. These community organisations represent between 15,000 and 
20,000 residents and ratepayers of the Shoalhaven and should, as has the Minister and DoP&I be given 
the credibility of being representative, particularly as much of the detail included in these submissions 
has been proven to be accurate and factual. 

The Minister’s intervention in the process of issuing the second Section 65 certificate justifies a greater 
focus on Council’s part in collaborative engagement with the community, particularly the SLEP Review 
Group in the public comment phase for the final Draft SLEP. It also requires that the community has 
confidence that decisions are made on the basis of evidence and merit assessment, not un-informed 
opinion. 
 
We are keen to engage in “in good faith” dialogue with Council to resolve significant local issues to 
achieve a Shoalhaven Local Environment Plan that would have the support of the community, whilst at 
the same time enabling Council to meet its mid-year deadline. 
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4.0    Requested changes to reductions in environmental protections compared to SLEP 1985 
and Strategic Plans.  March 2013. 
 
Recommendations. 
 
1. Restoration of habitat corridors identified in Jervis Bay and Illawarra Regional Environment 

Plans and South Coast Regional Strategy/South Coast Regional Conservation Plan for Residential, 
Business and Industrial zones. 

 
2. Inclusion of optional Tree Preservation Clause 5.9.9 to ensure protection of trees consistent with 

Council’s longstanding Tree Policy and Tree preservation order. 
 
3. E 2 or E 3 Zoning as appropriate for high conservation value “Community Land” classified as a 

“Natural Area,” that is bushland, wetland, escarpment, water course or foreshore” consistent with 
the core objectives of Council’s Generic Community Land Plan of Management and Council’s 
obligations under the Local Government Act.  

 
4. Appropriate Environmental zonings for high conservation value sites as requested by the Minister 

for Planning and Infrastructure: Lake Wollumboola, Woollamia, Crams Rd Nowra Bomaderry 
and Worrigee.  

 
Reasons for concerns. 
 
Natural Resource Sensitivity mapping- Habitat Corridors/Significant vegetation. In 2012 Councillors 
decided to remove Biodiversity mapping overlays from Residential, Business and Industrial-zoned land. This 
decision defeats the purpose of corridors, ie to link high conservation value areas thus maintaining wildlife 
passage, whilst allowing development.  
 
Generally Biodiversity Mapping does not apply to urban zoned land. However in the Shoalhaven habitat 
corridor areas occur within urban zones. In these areas development applications are assessed both by the 
usual development controls and via the Standard LEP Biodiversity Clause, which requires that the 
connectivity of vegetation and wildlife passage is taken into consideration.    
 
Biodiversity mapping alerts developers to the presence of locally and regional significant habitat corridors 
and the need for environmental assessment.  
 
Staff advised the previous Council that it would be irresponsible not to alert developers to the environmental 
sensitivity of particular sites known to Council via availability of the Biodiversity Mapping. Sites of concern 
include; 
 

 Shoalhaven Heads Crown Land is proposed for R 1, although is HCV Bangalay Sand Forest EEC.  
 Areas in South Nowra-Worrigee in the former Shoalhaven State Forest. 

 
Inclusion of optional Tree Preservation Clause 5.9.9 to ensure protection of trees consistent with 
Council’s longstanding Tree Policy and Tree preservation order. 
 
Adopt staff recommendations instead of Councillor proposal for the Tree Conservation Clause for 
consistency with the SCC Tree Preservation Order and SLEP 1985 (covering tree management in all zones) 
and with s117 Ministerial Direction 2.1 Environment Protection Zones May 2008. Staff recommended: 

a) “That Council include optional subclause 5.9.9 Preservation of trees or vegetation; 
b) That Council request the support of Department of Planning and Infrastructure for inclusion of a 

local provision in the SLEP to ensure that clause 5.9 applies to paper subdivisions or the addition of 
RU 2 to subclause 5.9.9.” 

Retention of Clause 5.9 would mean that trees would be protected in Residential zones but not in 
Environment Zones, R 5 Rural Residential or RU 2 Rural Landscape, the latter including Paper Estates. The 
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reason is that as clearing approvals under rural/agricultural Property Vegetation Plans under the Native 
Vegetation Act would otherwise apply and trees currently protected could be lost in the future. 
 
E 2 or E 3 Zoning as appropriate for high conservation value “Community Land” classified as a 
“Natural Area.”  
 
The exhibited draft SLEP proposed Recreation zoning RE 1 for all these areas with a Biodiversity mapping 
for some high conservation value areas in conflict with Local Government Act requirements. The previous 
Council rejected consideration of community concerns regarding these zonings 
 
Where these areas have been assessed as “high conservation value” they should be zoned as either E 2 or E 3 
as the Recreation zoning objectives do not aim to protect these values and allow a wide range of 
unsustainable uses. 
 
E 2 zoning should apply to Foreshore Natural Areas that have been assessed as Endangered Ecological 
Communities and other environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
E 3 Environmental Management zoning for Shoalhaven River Riparian Corridors, should apply instead of 
proposed RE 1 to protect the Core Riparian Zone and buffer of 100 m consistent with South Coast Regional 
Conservation Plan. 
 
Appropriate Environmental zonings for high conservation value sites as requested by the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure: Lake Wollumboola, Woollamia, Crams Rd Nowra Bomaderry and 
Worrigee.  
 
These sites are identified in the South Coast Regional Strategy/South Coast Regional Conservation 
Plan and Nowra-Bomaderry Structure Plan as of State, Regional and local environmental significance. 
 
Lake Wollumboola. Councillors are seeking to include an additional clause in the SLEP to allow in the 
future a golf course application to proceed at Long Bow Point in the Lake Wollumboola catchment. This site 
was proposed as E 2 Environment Conservation in the exhibited SLEP based on the evidence of three 
independent inquires and the South Coast Regional Strategy etc that proposed this site be conserved because 
of its high biodiversity and importance in protecting the water quality and ecology of Lake Wollumboola. 
The landowner has alternative and suitable cleared land outside the catchment of Lake Wollumboola that is 
zoned to allow a golf course. Council’s proposals put the interests of developers ahead of strategic planning 
decisions in the public interest. 
 
Woollamia. Councillors are seeking to rezone this site to allow for a slipway and dry storage site for yachts 
although it is identified in the Jervis Bay Regional Environment Plan for inclusion in the Jervis Bay National 
Park. 
 
Crams Rd. Councillors are seeking to rezone parts of this site for residential development, although Council 
staff and Office of Environment and Heritage have assessed it as high conservation value Threatened Species 
Habitat. 
 
Worrigee, Bennetts Rd. Councillors are seeking to rezone this site to allow for residential development 
although it is high conservation value vegetation and identified as flood prone. 
 
Background. 
 
All these proposed changes reduce environmental protections in the existing Shoalhaven LEP 1985 and are 
inconsistent with State, Regional and local strategic plans and policies. 
 
Since the Draft SLEP 2009 was on exhibition several issues of concern regarding environment protection are 
on the way towards resolution. These include proposed E 2 zoning of Heritage Estates and retention of E 1 
zoning of Bomaderry Creek Regional Park where the previous Council proposed the Central and Southern 
routes for the North Nowra link Rd. 



3.0    Requested changes. Height of Buildings. 
 
1. Reverse significant increases in HOB limits from 2 storeys (8.5 m approx) to 11 m for 
Residential zones R 1, R 3 and R 5 and Rural and Environment Zones. 
 
2. Remove the addition to Clause 4.3 objectives: i.e. (and desired future character of a) 
 
“to ensure that buildings are compatible with the height, bulk and scale of the existing, (and 

desired future character of a) locality.” 
 
3. Ensure that height controls in existing DCP’s are retained in the LEP through the 
allowable number of storeys or defined using a 3-dimentional model?  
 
Reasons for concern.  
 
Increased heights to 11 m (ie 3-4 storeys) in these zones; 
 
 will reduce amenity for residents, with overshadowing, lack of privacy and increased density. 
 
 will change the existing low rise character of Shoalhaven towns and villages, reducing the 

area’s appeal for residents and tourists. 
 
 will cause buildings to dominate rural and natural landscapes changing the visual appeal of the 

region.  
 
 will attract development away from Nowra, where increased density and height concentrated in 

Business and Industrial zones will encourage economic development and provision of services.  
 
 the decisions of the previous Council are not equitable across the city. HOB was reduced to 8.5 

m in eg Berry, Kangaroo Valley and Conjola but not communities such as Huskisson and 
Ulladulla and the other coastal and rural communities where land zoned R1, R3 and R5 are 
predominant.   

 
The attached example of a proposed development in Huskisson shows the extent of over-
development possible with an 11 m height. 
 
Include concerns about how increased HOB will affect your particular community 

here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Background. 
 
The Standard Instrument for LEPs requires that HOB be stated in metres, in contrast to the current 
SLEP, which is in storeys. 
 
In translating to the new format the previous Council chose to apply an increased height of 11 m. to 
all land (zones) within the Shoalhaven 
 
During the last exhibition Council agreed to reduce heights from 11 m to 8.5 m in low density R 2 
(residential) and RU 5 (village) zones plus retain height controls held in certain DCP’s, specifically 
Kangaroo Valley (DCP66) and the coastal foreshores covered by DCP62 (7.5m).  
 
Subsequent approaches from Berry and Conjola communities have resulted in heights for all 
residential land in these areas being reduced to 8.5 meters…. The same reduction has not been 
applied to Huskisson, Ulladulla and other coastal and rural villages and towns. This is a significant 
inconsistency and has been recognised as such by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure. 
 
SCC planning staff claim that the new City Wide DCP will provide the necessary height controls in 
line with existing DCP’s and prevent over development in rural and coastal villages and towns. …. 
However Council has exhibited and is therefore considering a DA for an 11 meter Serviced 
Apartment on two blocks in the medium density zone in Huskisson that is well in excess of the 
requirements of DCP71, ie. 3 storey plus a rooftop entertainment area. This demonstrates the need 
for 8.5 m HOB limits to be specified in the SLEP and to be consistent in the same zones. 
 

 
 
Residential zones R1, R3 and R5 are each potential sites for similar developments. Should this DA be 
successful it will set a precedent for such developments throughout the coastal and rural communities 
of the Shoalhaven and have a substantial adverse impact on tourism amenity and community lifestyle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2.  Requested changes to Land Use tables in Residential, Rural & Environmental zones 

1. That inappropriate land uses and those that conflict with zone objectives, as outlined by both 
community and SCC Staff are removed from rural zones (RU1 & RU2)   

a. Backpackers’ accommodation, • Boat repair facilities • Crematorium • Depots • Group homes 
• Hazardous industries • Offensive industries • Places of public worship • Recreation facilities 
(indoor) … and Caravan Parks 

 
2. That land uses that are conflicting with zone objectives and excessive use of “innominate” (land uses 

permitted due to not being listed as permitted or as prohibited) as a reason to include a range of 
additional land uses in residential zones be reversed.  

a. R1, remove Registered Clubs, Tourist & Visitor Accommodation, Veterinary Hospitals 
b. R2, remove Exhibition homes and Exhibition Villages, Emergency service facilities 
c. R3, remove TOURIST & Visitor Accommodation, Shop Top Housing, Registered Clubs, 

Veterinary hospitals, Hostels & Residential Flat buildings 
d. RU5, remove Group Homes, Residential flat buildings, TOURIST & Visitor Accommodation, 

Air Transport facilities, incl Helipad 
 
3. That land uses that in the E2 Environment Conservation & E3 Environment Management zones 

be consistent with zone objectives, with uses added by council to the Standard uses, transferred to 
other zones eg Rural RU 2.. This would remove land uses that will jeopardise land with high 
ecological, scientific, cultural or aesthetic values outside national parks and nature reserves.  

a. E2, Aquaculture, Bed and Breakfast accommodation, Dwelling Houses, Emergency services 
facilities, Home businesses, Home industries, Recreation Areas, Research Stations,  Roads, 
Sewerage Systems, Water recreation structures, Water supply systems.  

b. E3, remove Animal Boarding or Training Establishments, Aquaculture, Extensive Agriculture, 
Dual Occupancies (attached), Group Homes, Secondary Dwellings, Tourist & Visitor 
Accommodation, Home based child care, Home Business, Cellar Door Premises, Kiosks, 
Markets, Roadside Stalls, Bulky Goods Premises, Emergency Services, Information & 
Education facilities, Research Stations, Boat Repair facilities, Helipad, Boatsheds, Charter & 
Tourism Boating facilities, Environmental facilities, Water Recreation structures, Building 
Identification signs, Business Identification signs.  

 
Reasons for concern. 
There have been significant increases in permissible land uses in all zones, compared to SLEP 1985. 
This has resulted in lack of distinction between zones, which mitigates against consolidating 
residential, commercial and industrial development in and around existing centres such as Nowra-
Bomaderry and Ulladulla. The future character and amenity of rural land landscapes coastal and rural 
villages and towns and the natural and cultural values of the Shoalhaven environment are at risk  
 

The uses for E 2 Environment Conservation zone is particularly concerning as these areas are private 
land with environmental values assessed as the equivalent of National Parks. 
 
These have the potential to dramatically change the character of coastal and rural villages and towns 
and substantially reduce their tourism value and amenity for families.  

 
Land uses proposed in the Draft SLEP2013 are not consistent with the South Coast Regional Strategy 
and the Nowra-Bomaderry Structure Plan and will have a deleterious impact on the natural beauty and 
features of the Shoalhaven putting at risk the mainstay industry, tourism.  

Growth needs to be strategically located to capitalise on economies of scale and centralised services. 



Inappropriate land uses in the rural zones risk the alienation of adjacent lands and the reduction of 
food security in the Shoalhaven 

Background 

Both staff and community submissions raised these concerns but the previous Council did not address 
these issues.  

The increase in land uses is not consistent with the Administrative transfer criteria from SLEP 1985 to 
SLEP2009-2013. 

These inappropriate land uses when coupled to the increased HOB of 11 meter are a recipe for over 
development and destruction of the Shoalhaven as a tourism destination. 

It is not sufficient to state that “The Shoalhaven is Open for Business”  unless it is based on a 
comprehensive Vision, a quality SLEP2013 that sets rules agreed by all ratepayers, a shared vision for 
the future of the Shoalhaven and not simply an LEP that in its indifference to clearly articulate a 
vision encourages inappropriate development proposals that perpetuates the adversarial relationship 
between council and the community.  

These inappropriate land uses when coupled to the increased HOB of 11 meter are a recipe for over 
development and destruction of the Shoalhaven as a tourism destination. 

 

 



1.    Requested changes to the AIMS 

1. Remove the AIMS as included in the Draft SLEP2013 … ref File 33363E (PDR) as recommended 
by the former Council in 2012. This form of words is as follows; 

The particular aims adopted by councillors contrary to Staff recommendation: 
i. to encourage the proper management, development and conservation of natural and 

man-made resources; 
ii. the facilitation of the social and economic wellbeing of the community is a substantive 

objective; 
iii. to ensure that suitable land for beneficial and appropriate uses is made available as 

required; 
iv. to manage appropriate and essential public services, infrastructure and amenities for 

Shoalhaven; 
v. to minimise the risk of harm to the community through the appropriate management of 

development and land use. 
..  File 33363E (PDR) … outlined below 

2. Replace the form of words above by the AIMS recommended by Staff at the Special Development 
Committee of 19 March 2012.  

The following AIMS of the plan (SLEP) were recommended by Staff and supported by 
the community: 

i. allow for ecologically sustainable development through the proper management, 
development, protection, restoration, enhancement and conservation of the 
environment, consistent with the principles of  Ecologically Sustainable Development 
and taking into account the impacts of climate change and sea level rise, and  

ii. to conserve and maintain and improve biodiversity and ecosystems function, and  
iii. to consider and plan for the potential effects of natural hazards on development and 

infrastructure, and 
iv. to facilitate economic and business development to increase employment opportunities 

by providing sufficient employment lands in the City and a mix of business and 
industrial zones; and 

v. to protect scenic and landscape qualities, places of cultural and heritage value, and the 
amenity and character of settlements, and coastal and rural areas; and 

vi. to safeguard the role and efficiency of the main road system of the region, particularly 
by recognising the importance of primary arterial roads; and 

vii. to ensure the consideration and protection of social wellbeing and community through 
responsible development; and  

viii. to maintain the agricultural use of prime crop and pasture land by minimising 
development which has an adverse and irreversible impact on the land’s agricultural 
potential; and 

ix. to protect and enhance watercourses, riparian habitats, groundwater, surface water, 
wetlands and water quality within the hydrological catchment so as to enable the 
achievement of the water quality objectives; and 

x. to ensure an appropriate mix of land uses that provides for housing choice and that 
enables easy access to employment and commercial, recreational, open space and 
community facilities. 

 
Reasons for concern 
 The AIMS as proposed by Staff and supported by the community are a more definitive set of Aims 

to provide a strategic vision to maintain the distinctive values of Shoalhaven communities, our 
heritage and environment, whilst establishing the foundation for future social and economic 
prosperity. Such Aims would be consistent with Council’s obligations under the Local Government 
Charter as well providing for evidence-based merit assessment and decision-making. 



 
 The Aims agreed by Council do not provide criteria to be used in assessing and coming to 

decisions regarding rezonings and development applications on the basis of merit. They do not 
refer to the principles of ecologically sustainable development which provide the framework for 
weighing up and integrating social, economic and environmental objectives in strategic plans and 
applying them in assessment of rezoning and development applications. Accordingly the Council 
agreed Aims as included in the Draft SLEP2013 are not consistent with the Local Government 
Charter with regard to Council’s responsibilities 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.” 

 
 The aims should be stated as outcomes eg “maintain and improve” or standards, to give direction 

in assessing rezoning and development applications and in defending refusals in the Land and 
Environment Court as well as providing the basis for long term monitoring and evaluation of 
achievement of the aims.  

 
 The Aims should be specific to deter discretionary, politically driven, flexible decision-making so 

Councillors are dissuaded from supporting proposals irrespective of their worth or public benefit. 
The Independent Commission against Corruption has already criticised the NSW Government’s 
Green Paper Planning Reform proposals on this basis. 

 
 


