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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This submission has been prepared by DevelopnWatch Inc, a community group based in
Coolum. We provide input to the State and to Sunshine Coast Council on legislation that controls
development. We also monitor applications for development applications in the Coolum area that
the community we represet considers inappropriate. The subject of this submission is such an
application.

SH Coolum Pty Ltd has submitted combined applications to construct a tourist resort on land it
owns at David Low Way, Yaroomba. This company is wholly owned by SekisuAidstralia Pty

[ R® LY SIFENIeé& wuwnmt {S]TAadzA | 2dzaS adl NISR (2 o
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In 2014, Council made an agreement with Sekisui to consider an amendment to the Sunshine
Coast Planning Scheme 2014 (SCPS2014). The purpose of this proposed amendment (the Sekisuli
Amendment) was to facilitate approval of a future development ajpgib by Sekisui on its 19ha

site at David Lew Way, Yaroomba.The proposed amendment would have allowed the
construction of a hotel and 1,350 apartments, housed in 17 buildings between four and ten
storeys high. Primarily as a consequence of a huge paoiiccy by the affected community, and

by a thorough analysis leading to the recommendation by Council staff not to amend the SCPS,
Council decided in 2015 not to proceed with the amendment

{ ST A&adzh Qa OdzNNBy G | LILI A O ( A 2ogm HatelPahd2atodhd 1,0DK S O
dwellings on the subject site. The hotel and two serviced apartment blocks are proposed to be 7
storeys high and the balance of dwellings will be housed in 2, 3 @tordy buildings. This is the

f | NHrfegratediuristred 2 NIl ¢ S@SNJ LINPLI2ZASR F2NJ 0KS { dzy aK,

This application is seriously in conflict with the Strategic Framework of SCPS2014. These conflicts
are amplified when the application is assessed against the Coolum Local Plan Code. The major
areas of conflicare detailed in our submission and relate to:

1. Excessive Building Height. SCPS2014 requires assessment against a height limit of 8.5m.
Most of the proposed buildings are well over this limit with three buildings exceeding 23m.
The Strategic frameworkictates that buildings of this scale must be confined to the
Enterprise Corridor. Such heights, and the expanse of three and four storey apartment
blocks have serious consequences for visual amenity and ecological protection.



. Degralation of Visual Amenjt Over 50,000 visitors per year appreciate the view of the
Coolum coastline from vantage points atop Mount Coolum. The Strategic Framework
requires such views to be protected. The subject site, filled with buildings to seven storeys
would introduce segre and permanent degradation of this experience. In addition, the
development would be a blight on the views of a very large number of residents who
NEaAaARS 2y ySIENbe& WOIyidlIasSQ LRAYyGaAD

. Ecological Damage. Nesting loggerhead turtles (endangered) and dredas
(vulnerable) are frequent visitors to the bda@djacent to the subject site.There is
compelling evidence that light from the proposed development would deter nesting turtles
from coming ashore. This same light would also disorientate hatchlamgs greatly
increase morbidity. We believe Sekisui has not complied with Federal legislation that
requires proponents of such a development to refer its proposal to the Federal
Government for assessment.

. Unacceptable Dwelling Density. Sekisui propogediouse around 2.000 permanent
residents on the subject site. In addition the hotel and associated facilities could easily
attract over 1,000 people on any given day. Such density would swamp not only Yaroomba
but also Coolum Beach. The Strategic Fraork requires such highensity developments

to be located in the Enterprise Corridor and also requires development to the north to be
much less intense.

. Resort Viability Threatened. There is credible evidence available that the viability of a
resort dewlopment is severely compromised when it is integrated with lesgae
residential development. We believe the viability of the proposed resort would be
severely compromised, primarily because of the high probability of conflict between resort
guests ad permanent residents. In addition, Sekisui has provided information that
indicates the hotel will be in the midst of a construction site for 10 years after it opens. It
will not be a desirable destination for guests seekingstalh experience.

.bh C20dza 2y ¢2dz2NARaAYDP ¢KS {/t{ ARSYUATFASaA
extensive advertising has promoted this and the proposed hotel and associated facilities.

| 26 SOSNE {S{AadzAQa I LILIX AOIF GA2Y AakcodippundRS JS f
of over 1,000 dwellings with a hotel in the northeast corner. The opportunity to capitalise
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whole site would be lost forever if this inappropriatardely residential development was
approved.

7. Traffic Impacts Underestimated. Development Watch has examined the material provided
by Sekisui regarding traffic flows and intersection performance. We believe the traffic
volumes have been underestimate@dause of pooquality base data and because some
traffic-generating inputs have not been considered. In addition, we believe that no
satisfactory solutions to the redesign of two major intersections has been presented.

A

8. 5SANI RIiA2Yy 2FROKGIWDEYRISGASADS yI R2 y2 06S
FASYRF LI LISNJ F2NJ / 2dzy OAf Qa { LISOA | t aSSuAy3
2F (GKS W{S{A&adzA ! YSYRYSYywod | SeKO2YIWRFIFy i
attractiveness of the Sunshine Cbas | & | G2dzZNARAY RSAGAYIFGAZ2Y
which is its point of difference to other regions in South East Queensland and elsewhere.
Any proposal to develop large scale international tourist hotels and facilities should also
have regard to thibranding and image aspect. Indeed, the predominant form of coastal
development north of the Maroochy River is characterised by development that is
subservient to the natural landscape in which it is located. This has been based on a long
held and consistent & | LILJX ASR LI I yyAy3 LRt AOe d¢

9. Transfer of wealth from local residents and other tourism operators to the developer,
Sekisui. The degradation of the views currently available to well positioned residential
dwellings and tourist facilities in the vicinity the Yaroomba Beach site has implications
T2NJ] GKSANI LINPLISNII 8 @I f dzSa o LG A& 52Q&a OA
would be the beneficiary and local residents, visitors and tourism operators the losers.

10.Flawed Analysis of Economic B&tse The economic benefit analysis fails to take account
2T (0KS LINPLIR&aSR GLINBYAdzYé K24St FyR 02y Q@
Maroochydore CBD and the impact on patronage. Other inadequacies include
overestimation of the economic benefits obmstruction of residential dwellings given
those same benefits would accrue if these were constructed in more appropriate locations.
11.! 51 y3ISNRdza t NBOSRSy i o ' LILINR @€ 2F {S1Aa
eye to a large number of policyqvisions laid out in the Strategic Framework. It would
clearly illustrate that Council is unable to maintain a policy position on development on the
Sunshine Coast. If this application succeeds, communities throughout the Sunshine Coast



could rightly caclude that SCPS2014 provides no certainty for the future and other more
intense high rise developments approved.

12.Public Interest not Served. The public interest will not be served by approving a high
density housing estate and a higise hotel on thesubject site. The community has made
its concerns well known to Council with rallies, signs and public meetings. Submissions
against this proposal will number in the thousands. Local residents of the Coolum Local
Area (which includes Yaroomba) have comsily told Council that they want to maintain
a low rise environment. The public interest is not served if the interests of those who have
already invested in the area are overridden to meet the interests of a development
company. Nor is it served if aipre tourism focus site becomes mainly a residential
RSOSE2LIYSYdT 2N AF (GKS RS@St2LIYSyid RS3INIF
degrades the views from key vantage points thereby diminishing the tourism value of this
part of the coast.

13.Community Eng3SYSy 4 Ctl 6SR® { ST A&ddzA Qa @I NR 2dza
the leadup to and during the public Notification Stage were designed to support the
outcome it wanted. No credibility can be ascribed to the results it has published.
Saturation advdising to promote the hotel concept ensured the general public was
unaware that the proposed development was primarily a kagimsity housing estate.

Conclusion

Development Watch has presented evidence of serious conflicts with SCPS2014. The application
minimises the significance and extent of these conflicts which would undermine the character of
GKS /2Faid y2NIK 2F alNP2OKe@R2NB>X RSAINIRS (GKS
lifestyle of both Coolum residents and visitors. There is no prgsseed for the hotel and
convention centre nor for the huge number of apartments proposed. Economic benefits would be
modest at best and in our view the hotel will fail.

Sekisui has not presented sufficient grounds to justify approval of its applicatigpitedehese
serious conflictsWe urge Council to refuse the application in the long term interests of the
Sunshine Coast



INTRODUCTION

The Aplicant, Seisui House (SH), has lodged gpkcation to build a residential development of
over 1000 dwellings.Added to this, the SH Application includes thi@gh rise towers, one of

which is proposed to be adiar hotel and the othersserviced apartments.

Clearly this is a totallinappropriateproposal. The proposed densitihe three high rise towers

and the mix of 23 and 4storey structures is totally out of character for the area.

The proposal significantly conflicts withultiple aspects of the Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme

2014 (SCBS the relevant LocallBn (Coolum), the Stragic Framework and variogedes

SH put forward a similar proposal in 2015 seeking maperalments to the SCPS 20Xdouncil
rejected the proposal. In assessing the proposed amendments Countilestah after considering

a scaled down version of thben SH proposalconcluded that

X GKS {SiAadzh | 2dzaS BSl&dd igtdndBtifailis iccampaible i A
with the existing character of the local area as it would introduce buitin elements of

a significant scale (height and width) that are at odds with the prevailing built form of
Yaroomba and would be more appropriate to establish in an Activity centre within the

Enterprise Corridor;

Whilst the Applicant claims that theproposal now before Council is different and addresses
CourDA f Q& O2y OSNYy az Agfllirscmpadinfedvih the Kxisting dhinateddfdHe f A a
local area and would still introduce built form elements of a significant scale (height and width)

that are at odds with the prevailing built form of Yaroomb& and should be rejected for the

same reasons. There are no compelling public interest reasons to override the@@PS

This submission outlines thggnificantissues of concern tthe communily and the conflictsvith
the SCP2014and other relevant documents. The visexpressed are the strongly held vieas
DW.

Major issues are addressed below.
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A. BUILDING HEIGHT

1. BUILDING HEIGHTS EXCEED THE LIMIT ANNARREROPRIATE

The Coolum Loc&reaHeightOverlay Map (MapOVL1H) indicates thesite is subjectto a building
heightlimit of 8.5 metres. This was the height limit recommended by Council when the SCPS 2014
was formulated.

TheApplicantproposesan extensive number dfuildings up to 24.5 metres in height.

Other than he two storey buildings, all the proposed buildirgignificantly exceethe 8.5 metre

height limit

¢ KS RSTAMishédigdbynd levél @& & OKIFy3ISR fFad &SN 2 R
flooding due to climate change. An additional metre of fill may be required on the Idibevever,

this means that some or all of the proposed buildings would effectively be a metre higher than

anticipated. We note that a previous approval in 2007 réea fill to 5.5m and that the
ALLX AOIFyidiQa Fft22R NBLEZ2NI dzaSa w[ ondp 00dzAf RA\

Currently, development in the area generally does not exceed a height of 8.5 metres.

2. BUILDING HEIGHTS CONFLICT WITH THE COOLUM LOCAL PLAN

The SCPStrategic Frameworistates:

G¢KS {dzyaKAyS /2Fad A& YFIAYyGFAYSR Fa I 0Oz
and identity of each community is recognised and protected in accordance with a local
plan.

The SCPS 201l4nticipates development consisten with the established lovwkey coastal
residential area and includes the following statements of planning intent:

From the Coolum Local Plan Code overall outcomes
7.2.8.3 (2)(a) The Coolum local plan aremains a low key coastal communify

7283® 6 O0 X d@nBaace ih&beddliside charackér || NBE Sy 02 dzNJF 3SR X

! SCPS Strategic Framework, ThemeElement 8. S3.3.9.1(a)
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7.2.8.3 (2)(j)) [Development on the site] is configured in a series of beachside villages and
other precincts thasit lightly on the landscape.

and
the Height of Buildings an8tructures Overlay Code (8.2.8) anticipates

(c) development does not result in a significant loss of amenity for surrounding
development, having regard

(iv)  building character and appearance; and
(V) building massing and scale relativeit® surroundings.

The SH proposed higise and intensive development conflicts with each of these requirements.
Not only is the scale and density of this development directly and comprehensively in conflict with
the expectations outlined as low key anitting lightly on the landscape but, in our view, will
detract rather than enhance the beasidecharacter of the area.

The Code for building heights in the Coolum Local’Rlatesc

X 6)H The purpose of the Height of Buildings and Structures Ovestig Wil be achieved
through the following overall outcomes:

X(b) the height of buildings and structures isonsistent with the reasonable
expectations of the local community

3. HEIGHTS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL COMMUNITY EXPECTATION

The Heighbof Buildings and Structures Overlay Code states at 8.2.8.2

X(2) The purpose of the Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code will be achieved
through the following overall outcomes:

X 6 0 the height of buildings and structures is consistenitiwthe
reasonable expectations of the local community.

The proposed height of thdevelopment is a majoroncern to the local residents

1 In 2005 when Lend Lease proposed to build a residedgxelopment over thehen
beachsidegolf courseholes of theformer Hyatt Regency Coolyrhere were thousands
of objections to it;

23CPS 8.2.8 Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code



12

1 When SHourchased the land in 2010 they committed to build in accordance with the
Master Plan over the sife

1 In the development of the SCR814the community was very vat about their desire to
maintain thelow level character of the area,;

1 When SH proposed amending the SCPS 2014 soon after it was gazetted, in order to
accommodate multiple highise towers, the community made their views clear with
rallies, protests, signan their properties, public meetings etc.

The current SH proposal fails to meet this outcomelearly and consistently the community
expectations for low level, low key developments have been expressed.

Given that the SCPS 2014 reflects that expectataomg that this has been a Council planning
policy for some considerable time, the community expectations fit the requirement to be
GNBLF a2yl otS SELSOGIGAZ2Yyaé D

The SH development proposal is totally inappropriate for the site at Yaroomba.

}Sunshine Coast Daily, fResidential community gets boos
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B. CHARACTER

1. CONTRARY TO THE DESIRED CHARACTER OF THE LOCAL AREA

Development around the site is primarily levge housing and of course the former Hyatt Regency
Coolum is a lowise, lowkey resort.

The proposed building heights in this proposal are grosstyobwharacter with the Yaroomba
I NB I & ¢KS @SNEB aAAIYAFAOIYylU RAFFSNBYOS Ay OK
Application of the hotel and one of the serviced apartment buildings.

Extract from the Development Applicath showing the proposed hotel drone of the serviced apartment buildisg(NB. These
have been reduced in size for the purposes of this document, so scale may not be exact).

1 ELEVATION - SERVICED APARTMENTS

| 2 dzy ZdASkt&ifaeportwhen Council eted not to amend the SCPS 20stated :

(i) the Sekisui House development condspif a scale and intensity that is incompatible
with the existing character of the local area as it would introduce built form elements
of a significant scale (height and width) that are at odds with the prevailing built
form of Yaroomba and would be morappropriate to establish in an Activity centre
within the Enterprise Corridor, or other Major development areas as identified in the
Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme 2D14}F y R X

(i) a review of the Sekisui House development concept by the Urban De&dynsory
Panel has identified a number of significant concerns about the configuration and
design of the proposal whiclX due to the scale and height of buildings, also results
in adverse impacts on character and identity, and regionally significant vigws
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Whilst this proposal is a slightly scaled down version of what praviously proposed in 2015
when SH sought an amendment to the SCPS ,20iistDevelopmentApplication seeks approval
for buildings that arenearly threetimes the permissible heightoshe abovecomments are still
applicable

2. CONFLICTS WITH THE SCPS 2014

The proposedscale and height of tadevelopment idotally out of character with Yaroomba and
the Coolum LocaPlan area. The SCPS 28&éks development consistent with the esliahed
low-key coastal residential area

The SCPS Strategic Framewoekognises the need to protect the Sunshine Coast as a community
of communities where the character of each community is protected in accordance with a local
plan. It stateg

The Coolum Local Plan Code overall outcostate g
7.2.8.3 (2)(a) The Coolum local plan aremains a low key coastal community
T OH dy ®0o 0 H Lehltdce thedagaShsideciarac®K || NE Sy O2 dzN> 3SR X

7.2.8.3 (2)(j)) [Development on the site] is oagufed in a series of beachside villages and
other precincts thasit lightly on the landscape.

The SCPS Strategic Framework also anticipates that:

In 2031, the Sunshine Coast has a strong sense of community identity based upon the
retention of itscharacter, lifestyle and environment attributes.

Thecharacter and scale of ihproposed development fundamentslconflicts with the character
andscale of development intended for the site under the SCPS 2014.

* SCPS Strategic Framework, Theme 1,Element 8, $3.3.9.1(a)
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C SCENIMSUAIAMENITY

1. SCENIC AND VISUAL AMENITY WILL BE IMPEDED/COMPROMISED

A. YAROOMBA HAS A HIGH LEVEL OF VISUAL, SCENIC AND CULTURAL VALUE

COOLUM LOCAL PLAN ARIigare 7.2.8A (Coolum Local Plan Elements)

:\‘\qf _f_ s |" 'E.J-—_ -._"11. .i: '_:ll_ *" ! 3 e
1 3 : |
'| ey | T 5 SELEE L
7 1“ = . Y SEA
\/

|
{_
%
h
LEGEND
L___'J Local Plan Area Boundary Through Block Pedestrian/Cycle Linkage
Watenway'=! Coastal Patht==+

5T Pl e WP 3 B R B 1P Crenbeen. SRS el

As can be seen from the above Figure Map, there are many significant views, mountains/hills,
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headlands in and around the subject site.

The Extract from SFM6 (below) further confirms the area is scenically significant.

EXTRACT FROM SFM6

v -

‘ COOLUM

N Point
PR Arkwright

Strategic Framework Map 6
Community ldentity, Character
and Social Inclusion Elements

Community Identity, Character and Social Inclusion
Elements

Coastal Urban Setting
Rural Town Setting

Rural Village Setting
Rural Residential Setting
Rural Setting

Major Conservation Area
High “Value Scenic Area

Scenic Route

JN

Mountains and Hills

B

LA pMajor Escarpment
Lookout

* 0

{2YS aLISOATFTAO 2dzi02YSa 2F GKS {iGN}XYGS3IAO CNIYS

o0 dy ®H(X) The landscape elements identified conceptuallySéiM6 (Community identity,
character and social inclusion elementg)ich include regional and subgional inter
urban breaks,high value scenic areasregional gateways andcenic routesare

AAAAAA

LINPGSOGSR YR SyKFyOSR X

This is a proposal for an increase in building height up to 3 times that allowed under the SCPS 2014
andis in stark contract to the density and character indicated for this area under the SCPS 2014.
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B. PROMINENT LANDSCAPE FEATURES

3.8.2 of the Strategic Framework provides

6 OO0 promikeSt landscape featuresvhich contribute to the diversity and richness of the
Sunshine Coast landscape, includbeaches, headlands, high dune systenteeks and
rivers, islands,mountains, ridgelines foothills and escarpments remain intact and
undiminished. In 2031 these teaes are clearly identifiable in the landscape and retain a
high level of visual, scenic and cultural valu.

(d) The Sunshine Coast continues to be renowned for the many important views and vistas
which contribute to the identity and attractiveness fothe region. Local views of

AYLR2NIIFYyOS (2 NBAARSydGa FNBE NBO23yAaSR |yR

Prominent landscape features (See Table 3.8.2.1 befoim)portant views to these features are
to be protected from intrusion from buildings andther aspects of urbamevelopment

Table 3.8.2.1 Regionally significant landscape features

Landscape features

Mountains, ridgelines, escarpments and » Blackall Range * Mount Mellum

foothills « Conondale Range »  Mount Ninderry
+ Mooloolah Range * Mount Peregian
* (Glass House Mountains * Peachester escarpment
« Mount Coolum « Maleny escarpment
+ Mount Eerwah » Buderim escarpment
+« Mount Emu

Waterways « Mary River * Pumicestone Passage
« Maroochy River « Stanley River
+ Mooloolah River

Water bodies + Cooloolabin Dam « Wappa Dam
« Ewen Maddock Dam « Lake Weyba
* |Lake Baroon

Other landscape elements * Beaches » |[slands, particularly Mudjimba
+ Parabolic high dunes Island and Bribie Island
* (Coastal headlands * QOcean.

Mount Coolum, a regionally significant landscape feature, forms a backdrop to the subject site.
Views from Mount Coolum, beaches, parabolic high dunes, coastal headlands (Point

Arkwright/Lows Lookout) and the ocean, and vistas frtfount Ninderry and the Buderim
Escarpment are all regionally significant landscape features and should be protected.
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C. VIEWS, VISTAS AND VANTAGE POINTS

This area is seen from many vantage points, not just the key vantage points of Mount Coolum,
PointArkwright, the beach and the ocean but also would be viewed from Mount Ninderry, several
lookouts as well as parts of Buderim and the hinterland.

The tops of buildings above 8.5 metres in height will impede on the scenic amenity of Mount
Coolum. Theseuildings accompanied by a massive sea of roofs will dominate site lines not only
for the locals who live on the hills and ridges around the site but from atop Mount Coolum, the
ocean, the coastal headlands and lookouts.

The proposed small resort siteontaining a 220 room hotel accompanied by a Higimsity
residential development will significantly impact on the area's scenic amenity. The estate will be
visible from key viewpoints and will create a precedent for further ederelopment of the
coastd corridor in conflict with its lowkey character.

Construction of approx. 1,000 dwellings on the site will have a detrimental affect on the scenic
amenity of the surrounding area. In particular, construction of four, five, six and seven storey
buildings hat intrude above the tree line will alter forever the vistas that are presently enjoyed
from many key vantage points. Local residents and tourists should not be [inflicted] with this
intrusion.

This expanse of buildings would draw the eye from the radtbheauty of the coastline.

The visual amenity of Yaroomba Beach and its environs, be it from the vantage points of private
homes or public viewing locations such as Point Arkwright Headland and Mount Coolum National
Park, contribute to the liveabilitand sense of place for residents. These key vantage points are
also an attraction for visitors. In particular, the view from atop Mount Coolum is the one of the
most significant natural attractions on the Sunshine Coast. This amenity should not be weverel
degraded.

Ly [/ 2 20¢5Ctkff Re@orit indicates at page 2dyhenone of the moderated versions of the
then proposalwas consideregthat if buildings up to 8 storeys were located, sictidings would
need tobe focused on the centre of the sitather than adjacent to the dune esplardd X



19

2. LOCALS VISUAL AMENITY DEGRADED
The Code for Building Heights in the Coolum Local Plan states

(c) development does not result in a significant loss of amenity for surrounding
development having regardo:-

0] the extent and duration of any overshadowing;

(i) privacy and overlooking impacts

(i) impacts upon views;

(iv)  building character and appearan¢eind

(v) building massing and scale relative to its surroundings

The Coalm Local Plan overall outcompsovides--

7.2.8.3 (2)(k) Devepment is designed and sited poii SO0 &AAIYAFAOF Y X ¢
from important landscape features

Council must protect important vistas such as the former Hyatt beachside green apdcdde
Yaroomba beachside from intrusive development. The siting of such a prominent development in
this area would destroy this outstanding coastal seascape and its inherent scenic beauty for which
it is fondly regarded

The purpose and overall outcomef the Scenic Amenity Overlay Code states

(1) The purpose of the Scenic amenity overlay code is to ensureléhatopment does not
adversely affect scenic amenity and landscape values within the Sunshine Coast.

(2) The purpose of the Sceramenity overlay code will be achieved through the following
overall outcomes:

(@) development protects theignificant landscape elements and features which
contribute to the unique character and identitgf the Sunshine Coast, including:

(iv)  significant views and vistas
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 Significant Views and Vistas

PO6 | Assessable development requiring | AO6 | Development maintains or enhances the
impact assessment, or other significant  views idenfified in  Table
development that exceeds the 8.2.12.3.2 (Significant views).

maximum height specified on a
Height of Buildings and Structures
Overlay Map, does not adversely
impact upon significant views.

Note—the Height of buildings and
structures overlay code provides that
certain types of development may
exceed the height limits specified for a
sitt on the applicable Height of
Buildings and Structures Overlay Map.

Table 8.2.12.3.2 Significantviewsi ncl ude €

Views from Pt Cartwright Coolum local plan area

Views from Mt Coolum Coolum local plan area

Views from Pt Pemy (Coolum) Coolum local plan area

Views from Pt Arkwright Coolum local plan area

Views of Mt Coolum from David Low Way and Sunshine Motorway Coolum local plan area, Maroochy
North Shore local plan area, Rural
area

Views of coastine from David Low Way befween Yaroomba and Coolum Coolum local plan area

/ 2 dzy ZDASS@fA Reporialso confirms the following viewpoints in the surrounding residential
area could be affected

Immediately north of Neurum Road

West of DLW,

Eurungunder Lane;

Junction of Warrack Street and Valerie Avenue;
Wunnunga Crescent;

Yinneburra Street;

1 Toolga Street.

= =4 4 -4 A

DW believes buildings higher than the tree linal&r a mass of roofs will affe¢hese viewpoints.
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3. DW STUDY SHOWS VIEWS FR@NTAGE POINTS WILL BE DEGRADED

In 2005 Lendlease attempted to gain approval for buildings up to 20.8 metres in height. In a
report by Paul SummersPlannercommissionedy DWin 2005,it states¢

X CA3dzNBE o 2y LI 3S p & kidahce oflfhazbuilldthg dleSr- et &
I NBI @ ¢CKS AffdzaONIGA2Y dzaSa 2yS o6dzAif RAYy 3

Figure 4 on page 5 provides a leadS O A2y dzaAy3a GKS | LILIX A Ol
approximate height and location of Mt Glam. Normally vertical exaggeration is used to
highlight differences in such diagrams; however here the natural scale has been used. It
can be seen that the physical distance between Mt Coolum and the proposed buildings is
such as to create a stark doast between the two.

FIGURE 3 DEVELOPMENT SECTIONS

Wit Conium

Davld Low Baach
Way

And further-

G.dzAft RAy3a 2F dzZlJ 642 wWwnoyY Ay (GKA& | NBlI 6.
OKFfttSyaAay3a aild [/ 22fdzyQad LINRPYAYSYyOS gAftf RN

Whilst the 3 x 7 storey buildings in this proposal preposed to bdocated at the northern end of

the site, there are several 4,d&nd 6 storey buildings/hich will all visually dominate the area and

A A& NBLrazylotsS (2 SE edf Ksiory)atmiad@ns Applicaion oA (1 S Q:
construct additional storey buildings or higher on other parts of the site will be sought at a later
date.
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4. /I h! b/ L[ Q{ {¢! CC PRUBLICWWIEWING PQNTB{ ¢ h

| 2 dzy ZDASkt&@ifaeportstated :

G¢ KS | I NP 2 Y bigh degreai & viskilityfrorh a broad array of public viewing
points, most significantly, from Point Arkwright and Mount CoolunmAny development of

the site would ideally manage these impacts through the height, location andinmgask
buildings, to ensure that the landscape is the dominant form when viewed from key public
view points. A key issue therefore is the visual impact of any proposed built form and
NBadzZ G yd OKIy3ISa (G2 OKFNIOGSNI YR ARSYyGAd

5. REGIHR OF NATIONAL ESTAEOUNT COOLUM

Listing of Mount Coolum on National Estate Register 1998 (online details):
https://dmzappl7p.ris.environment@y.au/ahpi/action/search/heritagesearch/record/RNE17737

(see extract below) (Additional information from website links): "Protection of places in the
Register. The existence of an entry for a place in the RNE does not in itself create a requirement
to protect the place under Commonwealth law. Nevertheless, information in the register may
continue to be current and may be relevant to statutory decisions about protection. RNE places
can be protected under the EPBC Act if they are also included in anaithen@wealth statutory
heritage list or are owned or leased by the Commonwealth. For example, RNE places owned or
leased by the Commonwealth are protected from any action likely to have a significant impact on
the environment. In addition, places in the RNnay be protected under appropriate state,
territory or local government heritage legislation."

This confirms the significance and uniqueness of Mount Coolum and the importance of protecting
it and the area around it from inappropriate development.


https://dmzapp17p.ris.environment.gov.au/ahpi/action/search/heritage-search/record/RNE17737
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D. DENSITY

1. HIGHRISE, HIGH DENSITY TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE ARRATHE

Thisdevelopmentproposalfundamentally conflicts with the density of development planned for
the site under the SCPS 2014. The Applicant seeks to develop-@ehigity residentibestate in a
location clearly planned for lowdensity development consistent with the established lkey
coastal character of Coolum and Yaroomba.

The propsed density of approx. 1,008wellings (in addition to a 220 room hotel) including
residential las of only 200> 3INR d&f & SEOSSRa G(KS RSyaride 27
Plan, which allows only a further 315 dwellings. The SCPS 2014 seeks development in line with the
density of The Coolum Residences on the adjacent land and the devealbpeatter of Yaroomba

more broadly. The proposed density represents a significant-deeelopment of the site and

cannot be justified.

The approval of DA MCU17/0096 for Stage 1 is dependent on the preliminary approval of the
Yaroomba Beach Master PlaviQU17/0095) contained in the S242 Application.

This Master Plan seeks to vahe effect of the SCPS 2014 from low density residential to very
high density residential: the equivalentabprox.1,163 x 2 bedroom dwellings.

In 2015 when Council voteggainstSHR a NXBljdzSad G2 | YSYR GKS {/1t{
factors was the negative impact high density population would have on the Sunshine Coast.

Further,Cound (htormation Request questioned the architectural standards of the high density
resddential proposal. SH has responded to this question by decreasing the actual number of
dwellings but these dwellingstill equate to approx. 1,163 x 2 bedroom apartmentsThey have

not decreased the population impact of the proposal.

The proposeduilding heights should only be supportable in primary centres identified under the
SCPS 2014uch as Mooloolaba and Maroochydore.






































































































