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        . MUST COMPLETE OR SUBMISSION INVALID                                   Section 53 (6) and Schedule 1 of the Planning Act 2016
To ensure your submission is ‘properly made’ you must ensure that it is:
1. Made to the assessment manager;
2. In writing;
3. Signed by the person who made the submission unless the submission is made electronically;
4. States the name and residential or business address of each person who made the submission;
5. States what aspects of the proposed development you support or oppose and the reasons (facts and circumstances)  for your decision and
6. Received by council during the formal public notification period as required by the Planning Act 2016, all submissions, including individual details, are published on council’s website (PD Online) and therefore will be accessible to internet search engines. All submissions are published, irrespective of whether or not they are ‘properly made’.

	1. Applicant details – SH Coolum Pty Ltd

	File no: MCU17/0095, MCU17/0096 & REC17/0056

	Postal address of land (as advertised):  David Low Way, Yaroomba

	Nature of proposed development   

· Preliminary Approval (in accordance with section 242 of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009) for Material Change of Use of Premises to establish Yaroomba Beach Master Plan

· Development Permit for Material Change of Use for Resort Complex, Multiple Dwellings, Short Term Accommodation, Shopping Centre, Educational Establishment, Community Use and Utility Installation 

· Development Permit for Reconfiguring a Lot - 10 lots into 26 lots (Creating 16 Dwelling House Lots, 2 commercial lots, 1 park lot, 1 access lot, 2 buffer lots, 1 transfer station lot, 1 principal body corporate lot & 2 balance management lots and access easements)


	2. Submitter details

	FULL NAME/S:

	POSTAL ADDRESS:

	SUBURB: 
	STATE:
	POSTCODE:  

	SIGNATURE/S: 

	DATE OF SUBMISSION: 


	3. Details of submission

	I (We), the above signed make the following submission: (if necessary, use a separate sheet of paper and attach)

	I strongly object to these applications for the following reasons –

1. Height and density cf Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme: This proposal substantially conflicts with both the height and density of development intended for the subject site in the Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme (SCPS). The applicant seeks a high density (approximately 1000 dwellings) residential development in a 19ha site located in an urban area clearly planned for low-density development in accord with the established low-key coastal character of Yaroomba. The proposal is a gross over-development of this site. The currently approved Master Plan allows for 315 dwellings on the same site. To increase from 315 dwellings remaining in the existing approval to over 1000 plus a hotel is clearly unacceptable. The proposal to increase height of buildings from 8.5m (specified in the SCPC) to up to 25m (3 nominal 7 storeys and the rest from 3-6 storeys) is totally out of character with the rest of the Yaroomba precinct, including the nearby Palmer Coolum Resort complex. Such height will significantly impact on the visual amenity and character of the Yaroomba area. Even if this height is measured from the original ground level (eg no onsite fill) the buildings will still be highly visible from various viewpoints around the area. The currently approved Master Plan allows for 6, small, 4-story apartment complexes with the rest detached dwellings. The minimum Lot sizes (200sqm) of the few detached dwellings proposed are so small as to be akin to semi-detached town house Lots, with no curtilege or ‘green space’. The small (0.6ha) area of proposed dedicated parkland is smaller than Yaroomba’s existing Birrahl Park, which services only a few hundred residents. 

The visual space, and the irreversible environmental impact caused by light pollution (light spill) from 7 storey building heights which would impact on the nesting habitat of endangered nesting loggerhead turtles and threatened green turtles. Turtle friendly lighting is not applicable to Australian stocks of turtles. The irreversible effect of light pollution from high-rise development is forever in place and has in-turn destroyed endangered and threatened sea turtle nesting habitat in the section of beach from the intersection of Coolum-Yandina Rd & David Low Way south to Point Perry, and then in areas including Mooloolaba and Maroochydore. The continual destruction of protected animal habitat in Queensland whether it be an endangered species or not is unacceptable. There is ample research to back up this claim.
2. Inconsistent with Strategic Framework: The proposal is also inconsistent with the character outcomes sought by the SCPS Strategic framework. It is not responsive to the local setting and would introduce development more appropriate to the Maroochydore CBD or inner-city Brisbane. The proposal fundamentally conflicts with the key concepts under Theme 6 of the Strategic framework and its corresponding strategic outcomes, in particular 3.8.1(d) and (f). Nor is the proposal supported under the SCPS’s other strategic outcomes. The applicant suggests the hotel component aligns with Council’s economic development goals but there is almost NO explicit support for development of this nature under either the SCPS Theme 2 – Economic Development or Council’s Economic Development Strategy 2013-2033.

3. Coolum Local Plan: The character of this high-density residential proposal also conflicts with the Coolum Local Plan. The SCPS prescribes that “The Coolum Local Plan area remains a low-key coastal community...”; ‘’...uses which enhance the beachside character.... are encouraged”; “Development “..is configured in a series of beachside villages and other precincts that sit lightly on the landscape...”; “Development is designed and sited to protect significant...views either to or from important landscape features.” These parameters are not met by the application, and even more significant disruption to scenic amenity will be experienced by numerous existing residential areas, eg on ‘Coolum Hill’ and above Point Arkwright.
4. Tourism Focus: Contrary to the special ‘tourism focus area’ consideration awarded to the land in the SCPS, this proposal does not have a tourism focus. The proposed 220-room hotel (plus serviced apartments), at just 6.6% (or 1/15th) of the residential yield and about 12% of the site’s area, is only a minor component of this high-density residential development. The hotel's setting within a high-density residential estate is not the style of resort anticipated by the SCPS for Yaroomba and would likely compromise its function and role in the local tourism sector and viability. Notably the site is adjacent to the Palmer Coolum Resort, which has closed ostensibly for ‘renovation’. A development such as proposed would have a detrimental impact on the existing resort, in terms of reopening and clientele lost. In addition, a development as sought by the applicant may lead to a similar intensive application being lodged over the Palmer Resort land, which would lose the prime “Tourism focus” area permanently. A low-rise, eco-lux resort would be more suitable to the area and could work well with the existing Palmer Resort when it is resurrected.  The former type of resort is extremely popular globally and there are currently no true eco-resorts on the beach anywhere on the Sunshine Coast.
5. Traffic: The proposed overdevelopment of the subject site will introduce thousands of additional traffic movements per day. Existing and foreshadowed infrastructure will not be adequate for this increase. There appears to be insufficient onsite parking to adequately cater for the additional vehicles.

6. Infrastructure: Other local infrastructure, such as water and sewerage infrastructure may be inadequate, leading to impacts on the surrounding residents (rather than the apartments which typically have booster pumps installed). There is a limit to how much the existing infrastructure can be expanded, before ratepayers have to pay for augmentation.

7. Wildlife: The subject site is adjacent to publicly-owned bushland and foreshore reserve which forms a critical wildlife corridor through to the bushland conservation reserves and expanded habitat nodes north and south. Development of this size and density will significantly impact on resident and migratory fauna inhabiting these reserves. Issues associated with such intense development include the impacts of light, noise, odour, and presence/movement of such a concentrated human population on native wildlife, which in the main are small, shy, nocturnal and cryptic. In densely urban areas, these species are typically displaced by either introduced or noxious or aggressive species. This is not the intent of Council’s Biodiversity Strategy (newly crafted into the draft Environment and Liveability Strategy), nor does it meet Council’s obligations under State and Federal legislation to protect native species (threatened or otherwise), particularly in areas removed from the Enterprise Corridor and the designated Growth Areas in the SCPS. Wherever human density has increased adjacent to natural bushland, a significant increase in invasive weeds can be found, leading to the degradation of natural habitat and further displacement of native fauna. This proposed development will significantly disrupt breeding and hatchling behaviour of the area’s endangered Loggerhead and vulnerable Green Turtles, regardless of the proposed ‘safeguards’ in lighting etc, in the application, through the sheer density of use of what is currently a low-key, unspoiled beach. The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) information sheet on species management program, https://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/licences-permits/plants-animals/documents/is-wl-smp.pdf with minimum requirements for the development of a Species Management Program (SMP) as an ‘approved species management program’ under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife Management) Regulation 2006. 
8. Precedent: The application threatens the integrity of the planning process on the Sunshone Coast. Approval of this application would set an dangerous precedent because it would fundamentally conflict with the provisions of the SCPS 2014; be without sufficient reasons to overcome the conflicts with the SCPS or the impacts the development would introduce; encourage further applications for development inconsistent with the SCPS and policies; cause future inconsistent applications to be harder or impossible to refuse due to compromised planning decisions.
9. Need: The applicant has not demonstrated overwhelming need requiring overturning the SCPS to justify its approval. The high-density residential component is not needed to enable the Sunshine Coast meet its residential planning targets; it does not meet the need for a high-quality resort in a low-key coastal setting; it does not align with Council policy. Furthermore many local residents (ratepayers), who invested in the area based on the SCPS 2014 intent and outcomes for the area, are opposed to this development due to the impact on their lifestyle and investment.

10. Insufficient grounds for support: There are insufficient grounds to support the proposal in accordance with Section 329 of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009. The grounds listed by the applicant are largely erroneous and focus on the minor hotel component and purported economic benefits that would be just as likely to result from more appropriate development of the site. The reasons giving for supporting the proposal are grossly deficient and do not form a basis for approval of the application or for overriding the SCPS.
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