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The possible re-subdivision of the paper subdivision 

at North Arm Cove and surrounding areas

Questions submitted for the Public Meeting on 19th March, 2012.

A. WHAT LOCAL AREA IS AFFECTED?

1. What are the boundaries of the paper subdivision under consideration in this area?
In particular, does the area include North Arm Cove, Carrington, Bundabah, Pindimar and Fame Cove. These are the areas included  
in the original Burley Griffin Plans for the City of Port Stephens, or is the Henry Halloran Plan of the early to mid 1920 the area  
under consideration, or is it a different area entirely? If all are included how many lots could be created and what would be the  
expected population?

2. Is the Department of Planning aware that the area of the paper subdivision appears to be so large 
that a re-subdivision could result in a town larger than Raymond Terrance and possibly as large as 
Foster/Tuncurry.
The area is approximately 12 to 16 square kilometres in size with the majority of lots around 2000 sq. m. The minimum allowable  
lot size described in the recently amended GLC Control Plan 31 is 700 sq.m in North Arm Cove if sewerage is provided. There is  
acknowledged to be up to 2,700 lots in the NAC paper subdivision alone and this includes some acreage lots. In all possibly 8000  
lots could be created, possibly with the aim of amortizing a developer’s infrastructure costs. 

3. Would the Fame Cove land that is currently being considered by the Department of Planning (Major 
Project 09_0221) be covered by the proposed re-subdivision provisions?

4. Has full consideration been given to the fact that, depending on the area affected, up to       1300 
single lot owners in the North Arm Cove area alone could be forced to an outcome they disagree with 
should the re-subdivision process be approved?

There are many (up to 3300) single lot  holders in North Arm Cove alone with limited opportunity to trade within a Landcom style  
model. This suggests it is possible up to 1300 (40%) could be compulsory dragged to a conclusion they are not in agreement with if  
a re-subdivision is proposed by the major developer. 

B. WHAT PLANNING LAWS AND POLICIES APPLY?

5. What has changed, or is likely to change, that would allow development of North Arm Cove and 
surrounding paper subdivisions.

This question is prompted by the fact any large subdivision (re-subdivision) would contradict the Mid North Coast Regional  
Planning Strategy restated in 2009. In this North Arm Cove and surrounding villages were excluded from future development due  
to lack of transport and infrastructure, as well as the area’s environmental sensitivity. The cost of infrastructure is estimated by the  
Department of Planning to be $160,000 for each lot created when, in the words on the department, there is “a more than  
adequate supply of unconstrained land for housing in more accessible locations where infrastructure, transport and services can be  
more economically provided”. 

6. What has replaced Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, which enabled the 
Minister of Planning to become involved in Major projects of State or Regional planning significance? 
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7. What Laws and Planning Policies would apply to any development of the broader North Arm 
Cove/Pindimar area that was subject to a re-subdivision.

In particular, would the following apply:

● The Coastal Protection Act 1979
● Coastal Zone Management Plans
● State Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP’S)
● State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development)
● The NSW Coastal Policy
● Coastline Management Manual 1990 
● Any other Planning Law or Policies.

8. Would a setback of at least 50m from the waterfront be mandated for any future development of the 
area?

9. Would the Department of Planning or Great Lakes Council CREATE the Planning Guidelines for any 
development that results from a re-subdivision of the wider North Arm Cove and surrounding areas?

If development does proceed how can planning processes for this large Major Development area create a Landmark Scheme of  
Development that would involve Best available Strategic Planning Principals, Sustainability, and Environment Protection  
appropriate for the 21st Century and control the add hoc developer-driven initiatives which are clearly evident in many locations  
throughout the State? 

C. HOW WILL CONTROL OF ANY FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF A RE-SUBDIVIDED 
PAPER SUBDIVISION BE MANAGED

10. Would the Department of Planning and Great Lakes Council act as the controlling body, enforcing 
compliance with the Planning Guidelines for any development that results from the re-subdivision of 
the wider North Arm Cove and surrounding areas?

Alternatively, would only council be involved? Could it afford to undertake these tasks?

11. Could Council act as the Implementing Body in any re-subdivision?

Would it be appropriate for it to undertake this role given that it is the second largest landowner and so could be seen as having a  
Vested Interest when dealing with small lot owners who may not be in agreement with the details of any proposed re-subdivision. 

12. Could Council, or any other regulatory body, allow partial or staged development of an overall 
Development Plan to accommodate market forces and developer interest?

In connection with this, before any small or partial development is considered would there be a requirement for a mandated  
master plan that sets out the details of the scope of the eventual, final development?

13. Would a commercial interest such as Walker Corporation be expected to conduct all required 
Studies and Planning Reports and also provide the required infrastructure – roads, sewerage, drainage, 
telecommunication, etc?
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D. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

14. How would the intrinsic ecological, cultural, aboriginal and non-aboriginal heritage values of the 
North Arm Cove/Carrington site be conserved and protected in the event of re-subdivision and 
development?

15. Can an additional clause be included in the Re-subdivision of Paper Subdivisions regulations that 
when being applied to areas of ecological significance specific planning arrangements to protect 
habitats be designated by the Minister or delegate?

The North Arm Cove, Carrington and Mt Karuah areas have been identified as highly ecologically significant. The ecological  
communities cannot be sustained if they are fragmented and isolated by development. A number of studies have been conducted  
which warn of the continual decline in vulnerable and threatened species if this area is not managed as a total habitat. Under the  
NSW Systems Planning Review it has been proposed that in cases like this the Minister or delegate holds the power to make  
requirements for planning. The proposed additional clause would mean the Minister would seek the advice of proper  
environmental assessors. 

16. What can be done to ensure the development mistakes of past that have resulted in ecological 
disasters, such as that which has occurred on much of the Cumberland Plain, be avoided? 

Past mistakes in developing areas of land where there are threatened species should not be forgotten – for example the  
development in the area of the Cumberland Plain (western Sydney Hawkesbury – Cambelltown). Planning laws have failed to  
protect threatened species due mainly to the fragmentation of the forests. Now the State Government is leading a Recovery Plan  
for the Cumberland Plain. 

17. Is full consideration being given to impact of any development on the Port Stephens waterway?

The Karuah Nature Reserve consists of 701 hectares of very high conservation value lands. It is reserved under the NPW Act to  
protect and conserve outstanding and unique ecosystems, species, communities and natural features. The Reserve and  
surrounding land, including land in the North Arm Cove Paper Plan, help to protect the water quality of Port Stephens.

18. How will the long term sustainability of the Karuah Nature Reserve be enhanced and protected?

Would the high conservation value of the area exclude the possibility of large scale subdivision?

19. Would any land traded off in a re-subdivision be dedicated to Wildlife Corridors and Reserves to 
maintain elements of the natural forest environment?

20. How would Tree and Environmental Protection be implemented?

Would the Tree Preservation Order presently placed over the Paper Subdivision Area and the Village of North Arm Cove be  
maintained and enforced?

21. Is full consideration being given to the geology of the North Arm Cove area?

This land is located on very hard igneous rock with a shallow cover of clay and limited top soil. This will add greatly to the cost of  
development and cause interference to the natural drainage schemes placing greater pressure on this sensitive area that is part of  
Port Stephen.
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E. IMPACT ON VILLAGE OF NORTH ARM COVE 

22. Is consideration being given to the huge impact this development could place on the small Rural 
Village of North Arm Cove?

This village presently has around 400 homes. These would be totally dominated and swamped by development. What steps could  
be taken to protect the unique qualities of this village?

23. What opportunity will the residents of North Arm Cove have to provide direct input into the 
planning of new reserves, streets, services, zoning for business, industry, etc? 
In this connection can an additional clause be included in the regulations for planning for paper 
subdivisions requiring that existing residents are consulted early in the concept phase and through the 
planning process? 

One of the proposals for the new legislation for Planning Systems in NSW is that existing residents be specifically included as part  
of the planning process in the early stages – that is when the plans are being made rather than when already made. This is an  
important requirement for residents of North Arm Cove. 

24. If implemented and  additional infrastructure water, sewerage, roads are provided by a new 
development what share of the cost would existing North Arm Cove residents be expected to pay for 
inclusion in services.?

25. Would existing Waterfront Reserves be safeguarded and, importantly, would more be created.?

There is extremely little public access to the waterfront in the North Arm Cove area. This lack of public waterfront access is seen as  
a serious deficiency within the present North Arm Cove Village, where only small reserves are available to non-waterfront  
landowners. Even a site for a Village Boat Ramp cannot be found by Council.


