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AGENDA QUESTIONS 

CL26.65 Notice of Motion - Protecting Communities right to access Community 
Areas and Protect Our Logging Workers 

Questions: Clr Boyd 

1. If Brooman State Forest, or part thereof is declared a Flora Reserve, how does that 
affect zoning of privately owned land in the vicinity? 

2. Does the hypothetical declaration affect the zoning of privately owned adjacent land? 

Question: Clr Tribe 

3. Would a change to zone of logging area affect surrounding properties zones/allowable 
activities? 

Questions: Clr Killian  

I note that the Protect Big Spotty’s Forests proposal which is referred to in the motion and 
which was discussed at Council’s Ordinary meeting of March 2026 suggests that North 
Brooman State Forest be made into a Flora Reserve. This is a category within Forestry 
managed State forests and would see continuation of the FCNSW role as manager. I note 
also that FCNSW is a NSW Government Statutory Corporation and receives additional 
funding for any roading or bridge building as Community Grants from the NSW Government 
and that this would be expected to be continued and even enhanced should the Reserve be 
created. 

Since there have been suggestions that management of the forest may be changed to 
National Parks and Wildlife Services under the protected areas reserve system. While this 
change has not been formally proposed, it would change the management of the area to a 
different authority and set of regulations and funding. I ask the questions below to try to tease 
out what likely arrangements would be in place – as far as Council can identify at this stage - 
in either case.  

4. Can staff advise on which agency (Council; FCNSW; or NSW Dept for Transport) 
currently holds management / maintenance responsibility for each of the following roads 
within the State forests: 

North Brooman State Forest 

The following are the dirt public roads within the boundaries of North Brooman State 
Forest proposed by the Protect Big Spotty campaign to become a reserve: 

• Middle Ridge Road. 

• Brooman Road and Tumblebar Road (bounded by Compartment 41 
scheduled for logging in May 2026) 

• Brooman Road south of Middle Ridge Road bordering Compartment 44 
(scheduled for logging from March 2026 between Brooman Rd and the Clyde 
River) 

South Brooman State Forest 

Roads within the boundaries of South Brooman State Forest, noting that Steele’s motion 
refers to South Brooman State Forest although it is not proposed for reserve: 

• The Sheep Track. 

• The River Road. 

• Barkshed Road. 
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5. Upon the creation of a Reserve under FCNSW management, would Council gain any 
additional responsibility for maintaining any of these roads? If so, which roads and what 
changes would be expected? 

6. In regard to those roads within North Brooman State Forest and proposed for inclusion 
in a Big Spotty Flora Reserve: 

• What role would Council have in managing the public dirt roads in North 
Brooman if its management – after cessation of logging - were to be placed 
under NPWS? 

7. Can staff confirm that Primary producers in the lower Shoalhaven (including all those 
within the State Forest areas, currently are permitted to conduct grazing only on private 
property and that grazing on State Forest land is not permitted? 

8. Can staff confirm that beekeeping permits are issued in both National Parks and State 
Forests? 

9. Should the NSW Government decide to rezone the proposed area of North Brooman 
State Forest as a part of a National Park under NSWPWS or denote it as a Flora 
Reserve within the State Forest under FCNSW would this be expected to change to 
land use rights for private land owners on their property within the area? 

10. Should the NSW Government decide to rezone the proposed area of North Brooman 
State Forest as a part of a National Park under NSWPWS or denote it as a Flora 
Reserve within the State Forest under FCNSW – would Council have any role in zoning 
for the LEP? 

Answers 1-2: Director – City Services 

Council is not proposing any re-zoning of land in proximity of Brooman State Forest. 

This would be a matter for State Government. 

Answer 3: Director – City Services  

Council is unaware of any proposed changes. 

Answer 4: Director – City Services 

North Brooman  

• Council is responsible for Brooman Road for the full extent. Council has also recently 
had Carisbrook Road transferred from crown. 

• There is no Council Road reserve for Tumblebar Road and Middle Ridge Road, this 
road is believed to be Forestry.  

South Brooman 

• Barkshed is not a Council asset. It is assumed this road is Forestry, not Crown.  

• The River Road is Councils for full extent. 

• The Sheep Track is contested and varies depending where along the track. Crown 
has transferred the small section in private land (the white hole in the grey area 
below). There is no corridor between there and to the west to be made Councils, and 
the corridor to the east stops in the middle of the forest, with the remaining 2km of 
The Sheep Track through to the Princes Highway being mostly impassable and within 
Forestry land without road corridor. 
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Answer 5: Director – City Services  

No, not unless the roads are formalised and transferred. 

Answer 6: Director – City Services 

No, not unless the roads are formalised and transferred. 

Answer 7: Director – City Services 

A person cannot graze cattle freely in a State Forest but is allowed in some areas under 
permit. The Forestry Corporation of NSW administers a permit system for cattle grazing in 
some State Forests. The Corporation’s website provides an application form and general 
conditions for grazing permits (hyperlink to website). The public and Council are not privy to 
these agreements.  

Answer 8: Director – City Services 

Yes, in short. The NSW Department of Primary Industries and Forestry Corporation of NSW 
identify the following: 

• To keep bee hives (an Apiary) on public land in NSW a permit or license is required 
from the government agency that manages the land. 

• The creation of new apiary sites in National Parks and Wildlife Service parks and 
reserves is not permitted under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 unless it can 
clearly and demonstrably benefit the conservation of nature in the park. 

• Existing apiary sites are permitted in National Parks and Wildlife Service parks and 
reserves if established prior to the land becoming a park or reserve. 

• Permits for apiary sites are available for some State forests. These Forests are not 
identified online. The Forestry Corporation of NSW manages queries and applications 
about existing and new apiary sites. 

https://www.forestrycorporation.com.au/about/permits2
https://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/#/view/act/1974/80
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Answer 9: Director – City Services 

Private property does not automatically become a park or reserve because the surrounding 
area is zoned or declared as one. To become part of a park or reserve, the land must be 
owned or controlled by the NSW Government also. 

• If a property remains private land, normal rights are retained, subject to land use 
planning laws. However, there may be greater control over development and activities 
to limit potential impacts on the adjacent/surrounding park or reserve. 

• The NSW Department of Environment and Heritage has issued Guidelines for 
developments adjacent to national parks and other reserves to guide Council’s (or 
another planning authority’s) consideration of development proposals (hyperlink to 
guidelines). 

• The National Parks and Wildlife Service can: 

• Buy land from willing sellers, 

• Receives it via transfer or donation, or 

• Use compulsory acquisition powers, potentially supported by the acquisition planning 
controls in Council’s City-wide Local Environmental Plan. 

Answer 10: Director – City Services 

Council may have a potential role in the rezoning of land to reflect its identification as a park 
or reserve. NSW Government can also implement zone changes through SEPP and LEP 
change processes. After the creation of the park or reserve to ensure consistency in 
legislative settings, the land use zone and planning controls would need to be updated to 
reflect the reserve status. 

 

CL29.94 Notice of Motion – Enhancing Environmental Management for 
Fisherman’s Paradise and Lake Conjola Village 

Questions: Clr Boyd 

At the public Forum, I understood that the deputee was requesting that Council should seek 
to open Lake Conjola to control environmental factors impacting on the quality of the water.  

1. Is it possible to resume measuring water quality at Fisherman's Paradise boat ramp as 
requested? At what approximate cost? 

2. Is it possible to renegotiate the Licence with Crownland to open Lake Conjola to the sea 
in response to water quality measures once the Fisherman's Paradise water sampling 
capability is restored as requested? 

3. Will opening the lake in response to water quality parameters cause disruption of the 
ICOLL ecosystem? 

Answers 1-3: Director – City Services 

Water quality has never been the primary reason to open Lake Conjola. Research has found 
that mechanical openings do not guarantee improved water quality due to limited flushing of 
the long narrow entrance of Lake Conjola. 

Poor water quality is more strongly driven by rainfall and catchment inputs than entrance 
condition. 

Regarding ecosystems ICOLLs are naturally dynamic systems that have evolved over 
millennia with cycles of closure and opening. Ecological processes, aquatic & terrestrial 

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/parks-reserves-and-protected-areas/development-guidelines
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/parks-reserves-and-protected-areas/development-guidelines
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species and their habitats have adapted to this over time and under these conditions. Any 
intervention to that natural system will disrupt ecosystems in some way. 

The potential impacts to the ICOLL ecosystem from an entrance opening via intervention will 
result in disruption. Crown Land and DPIRD Fisheries did not support entrance intervention 
as a sole result of water quality trigger during the development of the REF of the EMP due to 
the outcomes of the risk benefit analysis. 

 

CL26.96 Notice of Motion - Bay and Basin Sports and Community Hub Project 

Questions: Clr Boyd  

1. Does a Masterplan for Frances Ryan Reserve already exist? 

2. If so, can that plan be modified to meet the objectives of the project that this group 
wishes to pursue as a Community Led project? 

Following on from my previous question in relation to the Master Plan for the Santuary Point 
area: 

3. Could the modification of the plan, specifically in the area of the Frances Ryan Reserve, 
be undertaken within the context of developing the community led project as proposed in 
this Notice of Motion? 

4. Would the community group who are proposing the redevelopment of France Ryan Park, 
be required to pay Council $16000, or an alternative amount, to modify/negotiate the 
revised plan the context of the implementation of the Community led plan? 

Answer 1: Director – City Services 

Supporting Map 1 (ref. chapter N22 Sanctuary Point Local Centre of the Shoalhaven 
Development Control Plan) is predominately focused on controls for future commercial / retail 
development (related to “expansion of the Sanctuary Point shopping area” – adjacent to 
Francis Ryan Reserve).  

There are various plans that have been prepared for areas at Francis Ryan Reserve – 
through the Sanctuary Point Library project and Bob Proudfoot Pavilion project - for car 
parking and amenities facilities at Francis Ryan Reserve. 

Answer 2: Director – City Services 

Plans for the Francis Ryan Reserve and surrounding area can be modified; though, it will be 
necessary for the Bay & Basin Sporting & Community Hub project committee to liaise with 
relevant Council officers as they move through their proposed community-led project 
process, to ensure their plans are aligned with relevant statutory planning instruments, 
Shoalhaven City Council’s strategic asset plans (such as the Community Infrastructure 
Strategic Plan – once adopted), discrete capital works projects (such as the Sanctuary Point 
Library and associated car park), operational requirements, and tenure arrangements. 

Answer 3: Director – City Services 

Yes, though it will be necessary for the Bay & Basin Sporting & Community Hub Project 
Committee to liaise with relevant Council officers as they move through their proposed 
community-led project process, to ensure their plans are aligned with relevant statutory 
planning instruments, Shoalhaven City Council’s Strategic Asset Plans (such as the 
Community Infrastructure Strategic Plan – once adopted), discrete capital works projects 
(such as the Sanctuary Point Library and associated car park), operational requirements, and 
tenure arrangements. 

Answer 4: Director – City Services 

https://dcp2014.shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/36.2%20Chapter%20N22.1%20-%20Sanctuary%20Point%20Local%20Centre%20-%20Supporting%20Map.pdf
https://dcp2014.shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/36%20Chapter%20N22%20-%20Sanctuary%20Point%20Local%20Centre.pdf
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No. Concept design services (such as the services foreshadowed through this motion) can 
be provided by Council’s Building & Landscape Design team. Generally, these services can 
be provided as in-kind contributions (funded through annual salaries allocations). To date, no 
request has been received for Council to provide these services to this community-led 
project. 

 

CL26.111 Preparation of Local Infrastructure Contributions Plan for Moss Vale 
Road North Urban Release Area 

Questions: Clr Tribe  

1. The deputee expressed concern that the numbers being submitted are not up to date 
with the latest engineering data or 'ground truth' can we confirm if this has been updated 
please? 

2. He also raised a $10 million discrepancy on page 335 is this a typo? 

3. Lastly concerns were raised re the number growing from 79 to 147 million can you 
explain how we arrived at that? Thank you 

Answer 1: Director – City Development 

a. The infrastructure costs presented in the report and daft plan are IPART’s benchmark 
costs. IPART’s information has been informed by cost comparisons from other 
contribution plans, advice from consultants and strategic cost advisors. 

b. Working in close collaboration over the past 9 months, The Moss Vale Road North 
Owners Group were provided the opportunity to submit more detailed designs and 
costings for Council’s consideration as it progresses the draft Contribution Plan. The 
Owners Group’s submissions to date, are not complete, and further information has 
been requested. A review of their final set of information is also required to ensure 
suitable infrastructure outcomes are achieved (e.g. the bridges function during floods, 
the drainage infrastructure appropriately manages stormwater). 

c. The Owner Group’s costs are “engineering estimates”, they have not been prepared by 
a quantity surveyor, so at this point their information is not more accurate, then IPART 
benchmark estimates. 

d. The deputee’s reference to “5.2.12 of the IPART Guidelines” is a reference to a technical 
document prepared for IPART by Genus Advisory in April 2025 which provides the 
benchmark costs: Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal – Benchmark Costs for 
Local Infrastructure (hyperlink to document). 5.2.12 Methodology for non-standard items 
(page 17) addresses infrastructure or works which are not included in the benchmark 
costs and recommends (it does not mandate) an appropriately qualified quantity 
surveyor prepares cost estimates. 

e. IPART’s Guidance is provided in its IPART Assessment of Local Infrastructure 
Contributions Plans Information Paper published in July 2025 (hyperlink to document). 
This sets out IPART’s process and considerations for its assessment of any draft 
contributions plan Council submits for its assessment. Part 5.1 Cost of works (page 18) 
sets out how IPART considers the cost of works in any draft contribution plan it 
assesses. This notes councils use one or more approaches including recent rates, 
quantity surveyor rates, consultant estimates, and/or IPART’s local infrastructure 
benchmarks. IPART’s information paper also provides examples of previous approaches 
to estimating costs.  

An IPART assessment of the draft contributions plan will include a detailed analysis of the 
cost of works, comparing them against a range of information. IPART may also recommend 
for Council to procure independent advice from an accredited quantity surveyor.  

https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/cm9_documents/Benchmark-costs-for-local-infrastructure-4-April-2025.PDF
https://www.ipart.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/cm9_documents/Information-Paper-IPART-assessment-of-local-infrastructure-contributions-plans-July-2025.PDF
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Answer 2: Director – City Development 

There is a “typo” in the value of the “works” for the road, intersections, and bridges which will 
form the Central Boulevarde. The current draft indicates a value of $6,762,270. This should 
be $16,762,270 and will be corrected and reviewed while producing the polished draft, prior 
to public exhibition of the draft contributions plan. 

Answer 3: Director – City Development 

a. In 2024 a Discussion Paper was drafted which identified a smaller range of infrastructure 
for the release area with costs associated with 79 Million. This was NOT a draft 
contributions plan. The 2024 indicative infrastructure costs did not include the value of 
the land which needs to be acquired to deliver the infrastructure and as a reduced list, 
were based on “engineering estimates”, rates set in 2018 (with a 20% contingency). 

b. Following review of full Urban Release Area’s infrastructure needs, a more 
comprehensive list was prepared between March and September 2025 and was 
included in the Development Control Plan for the release area adopted by Council in 
September 2025. Infrastructure added to the list included the entire planned collector 
road network within the release area, increasing the length of the network identified in 
2024 from 3.5km to 7.2km, street lighting, bus infrastructure, and the shared user path 
network. 

c. The draft contributions plan now includes $18.1m for the acquisition of land to provide 
the infrastructure. This value reflects contemporary land valuations. 

d. The use of IPARTs benchmark costs (which include an increased 40% contingency) and 
contemporary open space embellishment rates from recent and comparable Council 
projects. These costs and level of contingency are more than identified in 2024 to reflect 
rising construction costs, protect Council from further increases to costs, and reflect the 
“planning status” of a large amount of the planned infrastructure not yet examined by the 
Owners Group (their scope is focussed on the 2024 infrastructure list). 

e. The preparation of the draft plan also identified some savings through minor reductions 
in road widths, delivery of smaller local roads until future growth occurs, and the use of 
priority intersections instead of roundabouts. 

f. The new City-wide Local Infrastructure Contributions Plan, recommended for finalisation 
at the 26 May 2026 Ordinary Meeting also reduced the amount of contributions towards 
City-wide projects from approximately $9,000 per dwelling to $1,100 per dwelling. 

 

CL26.115 Development Application DA25/1028 - 30 Tallowa Dam Road, 
Kangaroo Valley - Lot 1 DP 1262638 

Question: Clr Tribe 

Would council be responsible for any liability if it approved this 'bushfire shelter' if parties 
were injured in the event of a bushfire.  Or in the event the water tank collapsed as the 
deputee expressed concerns about. 

Answer: Director – City Development 

Council liability – bushfire shelter:  

Council’s liability risk is significantly reduced where it determines a development application 
in accordance with the statutory framework and relies on the expert advice of the NSW Rural 
Fire Service (RFS). Provided Council adopts the RFS conditions and the proposal complies 
with the required standards, the liability risk to Council is low and appropriately managed. 

  



 

 
  Ordinary Meeting - Additional Information– Tuesday 26 May 2026 

Page 9 

 

 

In this case: 

• The proposed refuge building (bushfire shelter) falls within the Special Fire Protection 
Purpose (SFPP) framework under s100B of the Rural Fires Act 1997. 

• The application has been supported by a Bushfire Assessment Report and 
addendum, prepared by a suitably qualified consultant. 

• The NSW RFS has issued General Terms of Approval (GTAs) (dated 25 November 
2025), which are incorporated as conditions of consent. 

• The proposal must comply with AS3959-2018 (BAL-12.5) and Planning for Bush Fire 
Protection 2019, including access, water supply, APZs, and emergency management 
planning. 

Council is entitled to reasonably rely on the RFS concurrence and GTAs. Where Council 
follows this process, acts in good faith, and imposes the RFS conditions, any residual liability 
is minimised. 

However, it is important to note: 

• Reliance on RFS advice reduces but does not completely eliminate liability. 

• Compliance with recognised Australian Standards and RFS requirements 
demonstrates that Council has exercised due diligence and reasonable care. 

Gazebo and underlying water tank – structural concerns 

The existing gazebo (rotunda) was approved by Council in 2021 for residential use. No new 
engineering documentation has been submitted with this application confirming its suitability 
for increased occupancy associated with functions. Given the size and location of the land, 
coupled with the fact that there are no specific onsite complexities (such as overflow 
management considerations) staff have not required a 

hydrology report. However, despite there being no evidence before Council that the structure 
is unsafe, the current DA proposes use by up to 40 people, which warrants additional 
verification. 

To address this concern regarding engineering safety / structural integrity and further 
minimise risk, it is reasonable for Council to require a Structural Adequacy Certificate as a 
condition of consent. 

Prior to the issue of a Construction Certificate, a Structural Adequacy Certificate must 
be submitted to and approved by Council and/or the Principal Certifier. The certificate 
must confirm that the rotunda (gazebo) is structurally capable of safely 
accommodating the proposed number of occupants and must consider the structural 
integrity of the supporting concrete water tank. The certificate must also specify the 
maximum permitted occupancy. 

 This approach: 

• Ensures the structure is independently certified by a qualified engineer 

• Provides a clear occupancy limit based on structural capacity 

• Further protects public safety and reduces Council’s exposure to liability 

Overall conclusion 

• Bushfire risk has been addressed through the formal RFS concurrence process and 
compliance with statutory requirements. 

• Residual liability to Council is low when acting in accordance with that framework. 

• Any remaining concern regarding the gazebo/water tank can be appropriately 
mitigated through a targeted condition requiring structural certification. 
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Other matters raised at the Public Forum last Tuesday:  

• Concern raised over temporary vs permanent buildings (case law re pre-existing 
buildings). There is no requirement in the LEP or DCP that temporary uses must be 
limited to pre-existing structures. The assessment turns on the nature and duration of 
the use, not whether the building already exists. In any event, the structures can be 
readily repurposed for other permissible uses if the temporary use ceases. 

There is no requirement in planning law that a temporary use must be confined to 
pre-existing structures. The relevant legal test focuses on the nature, duration and impact of 
the use, not whether the building already exists. NSW Land and Environment Court 
decisions confirm that: 

• A “temporary use” is assessed by reference to time limits and impacts, including 
whether the use affects future development or adjoining amenity. 

• Temporary uses may involve new or ancillary structures, provided they remain 
subordinate to, and consistent with, the temporary use of the land.  

• The Court’s focus is on whether the proposal satisfies clause 2.8 criteria (duration, 
impacts, reversibility), rather than whether buildings already exist. 

The presence or absence of pre-existing buildings is not determinative. The key question is 
whether the proposal constitutes a genuinely temporary use of land, having regard to 
duration, impacts and ability to revert. On that basis, the proposal is appropriately 
characterised and assessed. 

• Threshold for temporary use and adverse impacts on neighbouring land. The key 
potential impact is noise, which has been appropriately assessed and addressed in 
the Section 4.15 report. The assessment concludes that impacts are acceptable and 
manageable, and therefore the temporary use threshold is satisfied. 

• Noise not assessed on bushwalker land – alleged error at law. There is no general 
requirement in the planning framework to assess noise impacts on undeveloped land 
used intermittently, and whether such impacts warrant assessment depends on the 
planning context, including the nature of the land use, zoning, and its sensitivity. The 
absence of such assessment will not constitute an error at law unless the consent 
authority failed to consider a clearly relevant impact or misunderstood its statutory 
obligations. In this case, the EMP proposes controls on amplified noise and operating 
hours to minimise ecological impacts on all surrounding land.  

• Primitive camping vs glamping – characterisation and permanence of trailers. The 
proposal is correctly characterised as a camping ground, which is permitted with 
consent in the RU2 zone. The LEP definition expressly allows for: 

o Short-term placement of tents, campervans and similar lightweight, portable 
shelters 

o Includes primitive camping grounds 

The trailers are not permanent installations and are only used on an intermittent, event-
based basis, which is consistent with the definition. Accordingly, the proposal meets the 
definition and regulatory intent of a camping ground 

• Appropriateness of a Detached Habitable Room linked to temporary use / ancillary 
issue. Detached habitable rooms are permissible in the zone and are commonly 
ancillary to a dwelling house. Such buildings do not derive permissibility from the 
function use. It is lawful in its own right as ancillary development to the existing 
dwelling. Its assessment is therefore separate from whether the function use is 
temporary or otherwise. 
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• Existing dwelling – potential use for additional accommodation. Short-term rental 
accommodation is permissible without consent under the current planning framework. 
As such, Council cannot impose conditions to prevent lawful use of the dwelling for 
short-term accommodation by visitors or guests. This is outside the scope of the 
current DA and not a matter Council can regulate through this consent. 

• Further detail on light controls under the EMP 

o Lighting controls are addressed in both the Plan of Management and 
ecological assessment: 

▪ All lighting must comply with the National Light Pollution Guidelines for 
Wildlife (2020), including: 

▪ Warm lighting (<3000K) 

▪ Downward-directed, fully shielded fittings 

▪ No spill into surrounding bushland 

▪ Avoid lighting vegetation/canopy 

▪ Use of timers or motion sensors 

o The Flora and Fauna Assessment concludes that: 

▪ Light spill impacts are minor 

▪ Surrounding dark bushland provides adequate refugia 

▪ Some positive ecological effects may occur (e.g. increased insect 
availability for bats and nocturnal birds) 

o EMP Conclusion: Lighting impacts are low and appropriately mitigated. 

• Where does the 10:00pm curfew come from? The 10:00pm curfew is a direct 
response to community submissions, with the applicant reducing proposed hours of 
operation (originally 1am) to address amenity concerns. The curfew is a mitigation 
measure to manage noise and amenity impacts. 

CCL26.12 Culburra Beach – Roads & Road Reserves 

A question was asked by Clr Tribe on this item, and response provided. This information is 
considered confidential under Section 10A(2)(g) Local Government Act - Advice concerning 
litigation, or advice as comprises a discussion of this matter, that would otherwise be 
privileged from production in legal proceedings on the ground of legal professional privilege. 

There is a public interest consideration against disclosure of information as disclosure of the 
information could reasonably be expected to prejudice any court proceedings by revealing 
matter prepared for the purposes of or in relation to current or future proceedings or 
prejudice the fair trial of any person, the impartial adjudication of any case or a person’s right 
to procedural fairness. 
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WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

Written submissions were received for the following items and were distributed to 
Councillors:  

CL26.65 Notice of Motion - Protecting Communities right to access Community 
Areas and Protect Our Logging Workers 

1. Joslyn van der Moolen on behalf od NPA NSW Eurobodalla Branch provided a 
submission AGAINST the recommendation (see attachment 1). 

CL26.100 Proposed Accredited Community Forums Model of Engagement 

1. Theo van Veenendaal provided a submission in relation to this item (see attachment 
2). 

CL26.105 Acquisition of Abernethy's Creek Drain - Lot 11 Sec 1 DP 3885, 
Bomaderry 

1. Ron Arthur provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 3). 

2. Debra Traill provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 4). 

CL26.110 Finalisation - Shoalhaven Development Contributions Plan 2026 

1. Nathan Boulous on behalf of Urban Development Institute of Australia NSW provided 
a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 5). 

CL26.111 Preparation of Local Infrastructure Contributions Plan for Moss Vale 
Road North Urban Release Area 

1. Debra Traill provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 6). 

2. Paul Duncan provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 7). 

3. Ron Arthur provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 8). 

4. Stephen Omrod provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 9). 

CL26.115 Development Application DA25/1028 - 30 Tallowa Dam Road, 
Kangaroo Valley - Lot 1 DP 1262638 

1. James Ryan provided a submission FOR the recommendation (see attachment 10). 

2. Russell Moule on behalf of Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment 
and Water NSW provided a submission AGAINST the recommendation (see 
attachment 11). 

3. Toni Wearne on behalf of the Owners provided a submission FOR the 
recommendation (see attachment 12). 

CL26.116 Development Application – 21 Fegen Street Huskisson – Lot F DP 
384715 

1. Michael Farmer provided a submission AGAINST the recommendation (see 
attachment 13). 

No written submissions were refused. 
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