Factors that Can be Included in Your Submission

· There is no comprehensive Greenhouse gas emission study as set out in the Director General’s Requirements

· There is no draft Voluntary Planning Agreement as set out in the Director General’s Requirements

· There are no plans to contribute towards the conservation offsets and management plans have not been put in place. 

· Some of the urban run off detention ponds are within the conservation offset. These  should not be included in the conservation zone

· Much of  Paxton development is within the long established Hunter Water Odour Buffer Zone. There should be no housing development in this area

Sanctuary Villages Development was not included in the draft Lower Hunter Regional Strategy. A Department of Planning study ranked the Congewai area as being the least suitable location for large scale development in the lower Hunter Valley. Even though it is now included in the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy it does not validate the development in any way.

It is inappropriate that planning at either the State or Council level is driven by property development companies. All local residents have as much right to have their say in decisions which affect them as do large companies. Decisions should be made according to the best interests of the community and the environment. 

(ABC TV program 4Corners (episode titled Dirty, Sexy, Money) identified that Hardie Holdings had donated $455,000 to the NSW ALP between 2001 and 2007, including a $100,000 donation made three months after the Sanctuary Villages was included in the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy and a few months before the NSW State Election. )

The draft Lower Hunter Regional Conservation Plan does identify Ellalong Lagoon and important freshwater wetland communities as a new park. However, there is no reason why the area can’t be used to offset a development in a more appropriate place than directly adjacent to the Ellalong Lagoon and its environs. The land is not suitable for development and is currently protected to some extent under environmental laws . Just because the Millfield/Paxton development is inappropriate it does not mean Ellalong Lagoon will never become part of DECC’s responsibility.

Voluntary Planning Agreement and Section 94 Contributions

Director General’s Environmental Assessment  Requirements letter state that a Voluntary Planning Agreement should be submitted prior to the exhibition of the Environmental Assessment for the project application. This agreement has not been submitted with the exhibition documents. 

The proposed Section 94 contribution of $3,066 per lot has been assesses using Cessnock Council guidelines. However, the developer has excluded contributions for health, education and fire protection. These items need to be included. 

The Volunteer Fire Brigade will need more resources to cover additional dwellings. There is no reason why the standard contribution for fire protection need be waived.

The local schools indeed can cope with more students but currently a large percentage of students are being educated in demountable buildings which are less than ideal conditions. With such a influx of residents there will be more pressure on the schools to provide more adequate facilities for their students. There is no reason why the standard contribution for education need be waived. 

Cessnock Hospital does not have a maternity section and the services provided are inadequate for the current population. The nearest hospital that can provide real assistance is at Maitland Hospital approximately 50 minutes away. The work load for doctors in the Cessnock LGA is higher than elsewhere in New South Wales. There is no reason why the standard contribution for health need be waived.

Further there is required to be considerable upgrading of water mains and sewerage to cope with the development. This should also be consideration when determining the amount of Section 94 funds required by Council.

Aesthetics and Security

In both the Millfield and Paxton expansions the backs of houses with their supposed private open space face the Millfield Road. The buffer in the plan is not wide and it seems that the current local population will be faced with a long line of back fences. This does not promoted community spirit and reduces the passive surveillance security of the new homes. 

It states in the report (Section 7.1.2 Table 4) that low profile fencing would be used to reinforce boundaries. It seems that residents will be faced with either a lack of privacy or a security issue. This needs to be resolved. 

Hardie Holdings plan to donate the Open Space within the Odour Buffer Zone at the Paxton Expansion to Cessnock City Council. Within the Concept Plan it is stated that this area may be playing fields. It is not stated at which stage in the creation of this pleasant open space it will be donated to Council. The residents need to be assured that the area will be completed and integrated into the community space with adequate lighting before being donated.

Conservation Land

The MOU states that the 533 ha be dedicated to DECC at the time the area is rezoned. In the Statement of Commitments by Hardie Holdings Pty Ltd it is stated that the land will be handed over ‘upon rezoning of the sited and approval of the subdivision under section 75P(1)(c)’. There is some discrepancy which needs to clarified. The community needs assurance that it will not have to wait until the entire project is subdivided before the public receives the offset land.

 It is not appropriate for the drainage gully between the expanded Millfield to be included in the Conservation Lands with no ongoing management plan in place or funds form the developer designated to DECC in order for them to manage the zone. With its flow into the Wetlands system of the Congewai Valley it is imperative that the water be of high quality and the invasion of weeds carefully managed. It is the responsibility of the developer who creates the situation to offer means to remedy any problems.

Stormwater and Drainage

Some of the swales and detention ponds are within the proposed Conservation Lands which increases the expense and difficulty of maintenance for Department of Environment and Climate Change.

Traffic and Transport

In the concept Plan regarding the Millfield expansion there is no detail on how the access road across the gully will be constructed. This gully is flood prone and it is critical that the two cycle/pedestrian paths and the vehicular access are designed so that water is not impeded in any way.

The draft State Environmental Planning Policy No 66 (SEPP 66)  supports development that ‘moderates the growth in the demand for travel and the distance travelled … by car’. There are other proposals before Cessnock Council that are much closer to job centres which should be considered before the Millfield/Paxton development. Two of these would be North Bellbird and Kitchener. Another one would be the city side of Bellbird Heights.
In Paxton expansion access through Hall Street is to be created as a secondary road. This would be the main exit for cars going to every where except Wollombi as it is the closest to Middle Road so it would be better if it was created as a main road.

Section 5.2 of the Design Statement and Design Code states that Millfield Road can provide a cycleway route to Millfield. Elsewhere, the report states that Millfield and Paxton do not enjoy any cycleways. This is inconsistent. There is no tarred shoulder on this road. A stated commitment of linking villages could only be upheld by adding a tarred cycleway along Millfield Road from Paxton expansion to the Millfield expansion.

With the establishment of 100 lots at Paxton there would be an increase of 900 car movements per day, most of which will utilise the intersection of Millfield Road/ Middle Road/ Sanctuary Road/ Congewai Road travelling either to Cessnock then Singleton or to Newcastle and Sydney. This does not take into consideration cars from the Millfield expansion that may travel to Sydney, Central Coast or Newcastle.

At this point in time the intersection is already dangerous due to lack of line of sight on the approaches. Contracted consultant Parsons Brinkerhoff recommend that a one lane roundabout be put in at the intersection of Millfield Road/ Middle Road/ Sanctuary Road/ Congewai Road before there is any development at Paxton. It was stated that if there was any delay in construction then warning signs should be used. This does not mean that it is satisfactory to only put in the warning signs.

In the HH statement of Commitments they state that warning signs will be installed upon the approach to the intersection of Millfield Road/ Middle Road/ Sanctuary Road/ Congewai Road.

It is stated in the report that only 10% of the total car movements will go through Ellalong to Sandy Creek Road. This is the main route to both Sydney and Newcastle. With an excess of 700 homes proposed it is unlikely that this is the case. A study on the likely impact of extra traffic along Sandy Creek Road should be addressed.

Section 5.4 states that pathways and carparks will be made from permeable materials in order to reduce run off. Does that mean the cyclepath/pedestrian walkway will be separate from the tarred road?

Paxton Waste Water Treatment Works

At the stage of the Odour Assessment Report there had been no odour measurements made at the Treatment Works. The odour emission rates were modelled using ‘odour concentrations that typically would be expected to be emitted from the works’. These were then used to predict the emission rates for the upgraded plant. These models predicting emission were produced using no real emission data from the Paxton site.

Hunter Water has a stated policy of having an Odour Buffer Zone of 400m from the property boundary. On 7 November 2007 Hunter Water stated that ‘Hunter Water would not support any rezoning proposal that would lead to an intensificaton of development, particularly residential development within the buffer zone.’ ‘Hunter Water’s Buffer Zone Policy (including the buffer zone requirements for Paxton WWTP) has not been amended since 2004’. This buffer covers a large part of the proposed Paxton development.

On 18 Jan 2008 Hunter Water changed their Buffer Policy for Paxton. It was stated by Malcolm Withers that ‘the inner buffer zone boundary has been revised back for the property boundary to the boundary of the upgraded plant’.

It seems that with no real data for decision making, a long standing policy to protect the community has been overturned. It is cause for concern for any future residents of Paxton.

