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The General Manager 
Gosford City Council 
by email:  da.submissions@gosford.nsw.gov.au 
 
 
5 July 2011 
 
 
Dear Madam/Sir 
 

4 AND 6 GHERSI AVENUE, WAMBERAL 
DA  40648/11 

SUBMISSION AGAINST THE PROPOSAL 
 
 
We are writing to raise a number of basic concerns with the proposed demolition and 
construction of a permanent market with commercial, retail and carparking spaces. 
 
 
MISSING DOCUMENTS AND INTERNAL INCONSISTENCIES IN THE 
APPLICATION 
 
The notified application is for a commercial development (as confirmed in the waste 
management plan), but the water management plan (p.2, paper copy, p.5 on screen) 
refers to a mixed commercial and residential development.  Page 3 of the DA form 
applies for a “permanent market” with commercial space above and parking beneath.   
This is not the only place where a “permanent market” is referred to, as Figure 14 (west 
elevation) also refers to “market entry” and the waste management plan refers to 
“permanent market place”.  The SEE refers to a “multi level mixed retail and 
commercial” building.  The DA form does not apply for demolition, which requires 
consent.   
 
These are inconsistent descriptions of the land use which was the basis for a number of 
the accompanying reports.  For example, carparking requirements vary between 
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different land uses, so an accurate description of the land use is required by all 
consultants and was clearly not given before they drafted their reports. 
 
The Waste Management Plan, prepared by the applicant, refers to the proposal as being 
“demolition of bottle shop and partially constructed residential building. construction of a 
permanent market place with two storeys of commercial space and associated parking”. 
 
The application should be withdrawn until the documentation provided to Council and to 
the public is made internally consistent, so an accurate assessment of the land use can 
be made. 
 
The traffic report does not: 
- account for the increase in traffic from the new medical centre opposite the proposed 
development  
- account for the proposed loss of a right hand turn onto the Central Coast Highway  
- accurately estimate traffic volumes as it calculates the partially constructed (and 
entirely unoccupied) units already generate the equivalent of 20 two bedroom 
apartments!  That effectively deflates the figure for additional traffic movements that 
the commercial proposal will generate, which is misleading. 
 
The previous refusal identified an issue where there is uncertainty as to whether the 
easements over the adjoining Lot 44 DP 25382 benefit the lot in the application.  What 
is the current situation as no documents refer to a right to discharge into them? 
 
The waste management plan does not identify any asbestos waste.  Given the age of 
the bottle shop and adjacent structures, is there or is there not asbestos on site?  The 
applicant should make a declaration, given the on and off-site health effects and 
necessary removal controls.  Then the Waste Management Plan should be amended. 
 
The SEE wrongly states (p. 28) that DCP 159 “locates the subject land partly within” 
precinct 7 Wamberal Village Centre.  In fact the DCP wholly locates the land within that 
precinct, consistent with the boundaries of the 3(a) zone.  Nor does the SEE follow up 
its statement to describe what other precinct it thinks the land is located within. 
 
When will the final version of the traffic and planning report be made available?  Neither 
we nor Council should be assessing a draft. 
 
 
ISSUES 

 
Demolition 
 
The Waste Management Plan describes removal of a very small quantity of timber and 
concrete, in addition to “excavated material”.  The latter is glossed over in the SEE 
through an omission, but 2000 sq m is a significant volume, which cannot be in 
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accordance with DCP 122, as claimed.  Most of the lower two storeys of this building will 
be below ground.   
 
The WMP also significantly underestimates the amount of material and the types of 
material to result from demolition of (1) the existing residential flat building – several 
storeys, albeit incomplete, (2) the bottle shop and its surrounds and (3) site clean-up.  
Only 120 sq m of concrete and 20 sq m of timber are declared in the S1 of the WMP, 
which is laughable and significantly misleading. 
 
Section one of the WMP (excavated materials of 2000 sq m) refers to on-site fill as well 
as removal to Brush Road, Wamberal.  What quantities will go where?  This is meant to 
be an assessment against the requirements of the DCP.  The information provided is 
deficient. 
 
In section two there is also a seriously deficient description of the likely waste during 
construction eg 1 cu m metal, 5 cu m each of bricks, timber and concrete, and 2 cu m of 
plasterboard.  That is an unrealistic estimate of waste for such a large building project, 
and contrary to Council’s objectives of waste minimization. 
 
Stormwater 
 
The water management plan states that 32.7% of the site is currently covered with 
impervious surfaces, however the plan’s Figure 2 shows a lower percentage of the site 
covered that way.  This affects the subsequent calculations about the increase in 
stormwater which results from any approval and construction – to the environment’s 
disadvantage.  The figure for impervious site coverage should be recalculated 
accurately, with subsequent calculations amended in order to give an accurate 
assessment of impact. 
 
Equally the plan claims that 76% of the site will be covered with an impervious surface 
following development.  This too should be checked. 
 
The plan repeatedly claims that the bioretention swale and stormwater pits are on the 
western boundary.  That appears incorrect from the application’s documentation – pits 
are on the eastern boundary and the fall of the land suggests that the swale should be 
there too.  Please ask for an amended water management plan so an accurate impact 
assessment can be made. 
 
No specific description is given in either of the stormwater documents of the locations of 
the bioretention swale – the water management plan just says that it will be located 
appropriately.  That does not mean that 3 “appropriate” locations for 387 sq m of swale 
(Appendix A calculation) can be fitted onto the site (given that only about 20% of the 
site is available for all pervious land uses).  Nor does it permit an impact assessment. 
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The significant increase in impervious areas suggests that Council’s engineers should 
check that the existing pipes can take the modeled flow from the development.  If not, 
then an alternative must be proposed for the application to succeed. 
 
From such a large complex, with its significant increase in hard surfaces, stormwater 
disposal may therefore be a key issue. 
 
Shadow Diagrams 
 
Two single-storey houses are found on the next two lots to the south, both built fairly 
close to their northern boundaries in a conventional presentation to and setback from 
the street.  The northern one will be completely overshadowed at 3pm in mid winter and 
presumably partially overshadowed during the earlier parts of the day as well (although 
not at 9am). 
 
On the western side of Ghersi Avenue (corner of Seaview) is a house that will be 
completely overshadowed at 9am in mid winter. 
 
In Lucinda Avenue to the east-south-east, Lot 44 and its neighbour will be heavily 
overshadowed at 3pm in spring.  These dwellings will also be heavily affected as the 
afternoons lengthen during autumn. 
 
The SEE infers that 4 hours of overshadowing of any of these properties is not 
significant, however the residents will suffer psychologically from the loss of sunshine 
and may suffer financially when existing or future solar panels cannot generate as much 
electricity from off-site sale, due to overshadowing from the proposed mixed use 
building.  Council should ensure that these residents all agree that their losses will be 
insignificant before thinking of approving this proposal.  Some will not have received a 
“public notification” letter as they do not adjoin the subject site and are not opposite it 
in Ghersi Avenue. 
 
In addition, public amenity is diminished by the heavy overshadowing of Ghersi Avenue 
in the morning of each season. 
 
 
SELECTED STATUTORY AND POLICY REQUIREMENTS 
 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
 
In our view, the SEE insufficiently addresses, or glosses over, the impacts which the EPA 
Act require to be addressed.  The unsubstantiated claims about impact and claims with 
which we disagree are detailed elsewhere here. 
 
Coastal Protection Act 1979 and SEPP 71 Coastal Protection 
 
The Act’s objects are as follows.  
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3   Objects of this Act 

The objects of this Act are to provide for the protection of the coastal environment of the 

State for the benefit of both present and future generations and, in particular:  

(a)  to protect, enhance, maintain and restore the environment of the coastal region, its 

associated ecosystems, ecological processes and biological diversity, and its water 

quality, and 

(b)  to encourage, promote and secure the orderly and balanced utilisation and conservation 

of the coastal region and its natural and man-made resources, having regard to the 

principles of ecologically sustainable development, and 

(c)  to recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits to the State that 

result from a sustainable coastal environment, including:  

(i)  benefits to the environment, and 

(ii)  benefits to urban communities, fisheries, industry and recreation, and 

(iii)  benefits to culture and heritage, and 

(iv)  benefits to the Aboriginal people in relation to their spiritual, social, customary and 

economic use of land and water, and 

(d)  to promote public pedestrian access to the coastal region and recognise the public’s right 

to access, and 

(e)  to provide for the acquisition of land in the coastal region to promote the protection, 

enhancement, maintenance and restoration of the environment of the coastal region, and 

(f)  to recognise the role of the community, as a partner with government, in resolving issues 

relating to the protection of the coastal environment, and 

(g)  to ensure co-ordination of the policies and activities of the Government and public 

authorities relating to the coastal region and to facilitate the proper integration of their 

management activities, and 

(h)  to encourage and promote plans and strategies for adaptation in response to coastal 

climate change impacts, including projected sea level rise, and 

(i)  to promote beach amenity. 

 
The subject site is within the coastal zone, as defined. 
 
It is noted that as Council has not yet adopted a Coastal Zone Management Plan, this 
application is covered by the transitional arrangements. 
 
SEPP 71 also applies. 

8 Matters for consideration  

The matters for consideration are the following:  

(a) the aims of this Policy set out in clause 2,  
(b) existing public access to and along the coastal foreshore for pedestrians or persons 
with a disability should be retained and, where possible, public access to and along the 
coastal foreshore for pedestrians or persons with a disability should be improved,  
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(c) opportunities to provide new public access to and along the coastal foreshore for 
pedestrians or persons with a disability,  
(d) the suitability of development given its type, location and design and its relationship 
with the surrounding area,  
(e) any detrimental impact that development may have on the amenity of the coastal 
foreshore, including any significant overshadowing of the coastal foreshore and any 
significant loss of views from a public place to the coastal foreshore,  
(f) the scenic qualities of the New South Wales coast, and means to protect and improve 
these qualities,  
(g) measures to conserve animals (within the meaning of the Threatened Species 
Conservation Act 1995 ) and plants (within the meaning of that Act), and their habitats,  
(h) measures to conserve fish (within the meaning of Part 7A of the Fisheries 
Management Act 1994 ) and marine vegetation (within the meaning of that Part), and 
their habitats  
(i) existing wildlife corridors and the impact of development on these corridors,  
(j) the likely impact of coastal processes and coastal hazards on development and any 
likely impacts of development on coastal processes and coastal hazards,  
(k) measures to reduce the potential for conflict between land-based and water-based 
coastal activities,  
(l) measures to protect the cultural places, values, customs, beliefs and traditional 
knowledge of Aboriginals,  
(m) likely impacts of development on the water quality of coastal waterbodies,  
(n) the conservation and preservation of items of heritage, archaeological or historic 
significance,  
(o) only in cases in which a council prepares a draft local environmental plan that 
applies to land to which this Policy applies, the means to encourage compact towns and 
cities,  
(p) only in cases in which a development application in relation to proposed 
development is determined:  
(i) the cumulative impacts of the proposed development on the environment, and  
(ii) measures to ensure that water and energy usage by the proposed development is 
efficient.  
 
We submit that items 8(d), (f), (j) (stormwater), (m), (p)(i) and (ii) are not achieved by 
the proposal. 
 
The building will be clearly visible above all surrounding development when viewed from 
the coast, due to its 18.8m height within 10m of a hillcrest.  That is contrary to all the 
strategies and policies quoted here. 
 
 
SEPP (Major Development) 2005 
 
Although Part 3 refers to a coastal zone height of <13m, subsequent clauses do not lead 
to a prohibition on a height >13m nor to a referral to JRPP because of the proposed 
height (as the declared construction cost is <$10m). 
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Nevertheless, the proposed height is 18.8m.  DLEP 2009 as adopted by Council has a 
maximum permissible height of 8.5m on the subject site.  This should be adhered to.  
No sufficient arguments have been tendered for anything like a more than doubling of 
the approvable height. 
 
RTA Guide for Traffic Generating Development 
 
RTA’s limit for traffic in Ghersi Avenue is 300 vehicles per hour (Council 2008).  An 
approved (but as-yet-unbuilt) medical centre in Ghersi Avenue will introduce another 60 
vehicles per hour (based on 30 vehicles each travelling in and out) to the existing AADT.   
 
The applicant’s traffic report states that 200 vph now use Ghersi Avenue during the 
afternoon peak with a further 25 vph in Seaview Avenue.  That leaves only 75 vph 
available to any more dense land uses, less 60 vph from the approved but unbuilt 
medical centre, leaving only 15 vph for the proposed commercial centre.   
 
However the applicant’s traffic report (p17) states that 174.7 vph can be expected, 
which will completely overload the local road system and hugely exceed RTA’s maximum 
for this minor, unclassified road.  On p18, the consultant suggests a deduction of 6 vph 
(existing traffic-generating land uses: house, bottle shop), bringing our projected vph 
for the development to 168.7, still significantly above RTA’s limit.  There is an additional 
problem with this calculation, in that the traffic consultant has only allowed for retail and 
commercial, not for the permanent market, which will generate more traffic than retail, 
particularly on weekends, because of the quicker turnover of suppliers (who will not 
usually need or use the loading bay), patrons and casual staff. 
 
Ghersi Avenue is already a “hot spot” for accidents.  The entry/exit to/from the 
proposed development will exacerbate the existing problems not only in Ghersi Avenue 
but also at its intersection with Seaview Avenue.  It would have been better for the site 
entry/exit to have been at a distance from that intersection to create two T junctions, 
however that is not available within the existing site constraints and not countenanced 
in the current design. 
 
The traffic report also appears to entirely ignore RTA’s current (and widely exhibited) 
proposal for pedestrian lights on the highway near the Ghersi Avenue intersection, which 
will further change traffic flows through the intersection.  The more major change to be 
brought in the near future by RTA is that Ghersi Avenue will become only a left turn in/ 
left turn out road at its highway intersection.  Those proposals are part of the current 
and major Erina/Wamberal upgrade of the Central Coast Highway.  They will therefore 
put increased pressure onto Ghersi Avenue, Seaview Avenue and Old Gosford Road, as 
the routes for shoppers and residents to head to or from the neighbourhood shops. 
Ghersi Avenue has quite a slope in this vicinity and no footpaths, making it not very safe 
for pedestrians.  However all strategies for town planning and obesity 
prevention/minimization stress the importance of safe walking routes to neighbourhood 
shops.  With an ageing population this becomes increasingly important. 
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Parking in Ghersi Avenue is currently informal, as the road does not have kerb or gutter 
on either side in this locality.  A Council DCP encourages kerbside parking in order to 
enhance street activity, however Council is also aware that this stretch of the road is 
already dangerous for motorists and pedestrians, due to its narrow width, lack of k&g, 
slope, intersection with Seaview Avenue and potholes along the edge. 
 
Central Coast Regional Strategy 
 
The Strategy gives the Wamberal shops (both Ghersi Avenue and Pitt Road) a 
classification as neighbourhood shops.  That is the lowest level, the least intense 
development for a commercial centre.  The description is of 4-10 shops (in total for each 
little centre) and with <3 storey residential, inferring an equivalent in commercial (ie not 
5 storeys).  The development proposal is more suited to a town centre or larger centre 
in the Department of Planning’s hierarchy of retail and employment centres.  
http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/plansforaction/pdf/central_coast_regional_strategy.pdf 
and should not be approved on this scale in a neighbourhood shopping centre. 
 
GPSO and DLEP 2009 
 
The land is zoned 3(a) and will become B1.  The fact of a new commercial development 
on this site is not objected to, but this particularly high and bulky proposal is. 
 
DCP 111 Car Parking 
 
The following has been calculated from information that forms part of the application. 
 
TABLE 1 
CARPARKING – REQUIRED (DCP 111) AND PROPOSED (S.E.E.) 

LAND USE BY AREA 
(gross floor area = 3867 sq m) 

REQUIRED NUMBER OF 
SPACES 

PROPOSED 
NUMBER OF 
SPACES 

permanent market 435 sq m 
(assumed as rear right shop) 

1/18.6 sq m = 24 spaces 

shops 1490 sq m (1925 – 435): 
38.5% of g.f.a 

1/30 sq m gross floor area = 
50 

commercial premises 1942 sq m 
(971 x 2): 50.2% of g.f.a 

1/40 sq m gross floor area = 
49 

 
 
 
112 

TOTAL 123 112 

 
Because the SEE differs from the DA itself, the SEE’s calculation of required parking is 
incorrect.  It excludes the “permanent market”, which has a high level of required 
parking spaces.  As a result, the development is 11 spaces (10%) of the required 
number based on a mixture of market, shops and commercial premises. 
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However, the table above is very generous in assuming only one shop will act as a 
permanent market, as the application itself states that the proposal is for “commercial:  
permanent market with commercial office over and carparking under”.  Therefore the 
correct calculation according to the application would be as follows: 
 
TABLE 2 
CARPARKING – REQUIRED (DCP 111) AND PROPOSED (S.E.E.) 

LAND USE BY AREA 
(gross floor area = 3867 sq m) 

REQUIRED NUMBER OF 
SPACES 

PROPOSED 
NUMBER OF 
SPACES 

permanent market as described 
in application: 1925 sq m 

1/18.6 sq m = 104 spaces 

commercial premises 1942 sq m 
(971 x 2): 50.2% of g.f.a 

1/40 sq m gross floor area = 
49 

 
 
 
112 

TOTAL 153 112 

 
The traffic and parking report makes a fundamental mistake in its on-site parking 
calculations, because it has not incorporated the different and higher requirement of 
spaces for a permanent market. 
 
In either case, parking is significantly inadequate and reflects the overdevelopment of 
the site that is described elsewhere here.  The proposal is 41 spaces short – 37%. 
 
DCPs 89, 159 and DDCP 2009  Scenic Quality and Character 
 
This proposal fails to achieve a number of features of the DCPs’ and DDCP’s desired 
character for the area.  In particular,  

• new development is to “encourage street activity”, to be “low intensity” and to 
serve primarily the needs of the residents of the surrounding suburb (note the 
singular:  “suburb”). The building design is almost entirely internally focused, 
equivalent to Imperial Centre, Gosford.  Even the stairs between the parking 
areas and other levels are entirely within the centre of the building.  The building 
is medium density, comprising 5 storeys and an f.s.r. of 0.96:1.  S 6.1.14 of the 
SEE states that the building will serve the needs of people of the “northern 
coastal area of the City”, not of the local suburb.  Bullet point 3 in that section 
does not state the economic impact via a figure on the number of continuing 
jobs, so no long-term economic benefit is claimed.  Perhaps that reflects the 
intermittent nature of markets and the casual employment they create.  

• protection of pedestrians via an articulated street frontage, balconies, 
colonnades etc. is part of the desired character, but only the market entry 
provides such a connection to the street.  The framing to the south does not 
connect to the street, nor does it provide any protection despite the slope of the 
street and opportunity for some sort of overhang to be provided.  Provision of 
windows (particularly without doors) in a fairly flat façade does not encourage 
street activity, rather it deters it, particularly if the windows are tinted as these 
west-facing windows are likely to be. 
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• DCP 159 seeks to: 
Ensure that new developments (including alterations to existing buildings) do not dominate 
their predominantly low-rise residential surroundings, and maximise the amenity of all 

pedestrian frontages.   This is not achieved. 

• DCP 159 seeks: 
Facing the street, shop-front facades should have a zero setback and a maximum height of 
one storey, with any taller storey set back behind terraces or balconies to maintain a modest, 
pedestrian-friendly scale as well as the current level of midday sunlight that is available along 

the footpath.   The shadow diagrams show that Ghersi Avenue will be heavily 
overshadowed, more so than at present, and particularly in the morning when many 
people venture to their local shops. 

• DCP 159 seeks to: 
Also ensure that the height and siting of new buildings preserve current levels of privacy, 
sunlight and visual amenity that are enjoyed by neighbouring dwellings and their private 

open spaces.  This is not achieved either, as neighbours in Lucinda Ave., Ghersi and 
Seaview Avenues are all heavily impacted by overshadowing and loss of privacy in open 
spaces, as well as a sense of being dominated by such a large building. 

• DCP 159 seeks to (with my emphasis): 
Adapt features of traditional mainstreet shopping villages to reflect the established pattern of 

low-density suburban dwellings.  This is a medium density 5 storey building in a 
contemporary/modern style, with no traditional or low-density elements and no 
reflection of the established pattern (in terms of bulk, density, style, colours, 
landscaping, building height) of the suburb for which it is proposed.  The only reflection 
of the suburb is retention of the two Norfolk Island Pines, which were and are a 
traditional coastal planting (although not endemic). 

• DCP 159 seeks: 
Buildings should be designed to maximize the number of retail tenants along all street 

frontages.   This proposal has only one shop at the street frontage. 
 
In summary, very few of the desired characteristics in the village are achieved with this 
proposal.  Only the articulation of the built form, setback from the southern boundary 
and shading of terraces can be considered successful. 
 
The bulk of the building will remain visible and dominant when viewed from everywhere 
but the north (Central Coast Highway).  The other 300◦ of viewing from public places 
will be of a building that is in stark contrast with everything around it.  It is less as 
question of whether or not the nearby built aesthetics are attractive or not (and they are 
actually mixed), more than the bulk of the building and its proposed pale colour and 
high levels of articulation are completely different from anything in any suburbs nearby.  
Simply put, it will stick out – in every sense of the phrase! 
 
 
Coastal Lagoons Management Plan 
 
Among the requirements of the Plan (S2.3) are that Council will 
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ensure that all construction involving excavation takes consideration of 
effects to the groundwater.  Such construction should not be permitted 
where there is danger that existing groundwater conditions may be altered. 

 
Although the subject site is several hundred metres upstream from the lagoon, the 
impact of the 2 storey excavation for car parking has not been assessed in the 
application.  Therefore, because existing groundwater conditions are likely to be altered 
(due to the excavation size and the site’s location more than half way down the 
catchment from the ridge to the lagoon), the application should be refused. 
 
Wamberal Lagoon Plan of Management also applies but appears to have been 
overlooked entirely in the SEE.  The SEE should be amended.  There is a clear risk to the 
lagoon’s water quality and potentially to flood flows during peak rainfall.  The proposed 
on-site systems will need maintenance and may not function to the standard proposed 
in the application.  These two aspects put the lagoon at risk.  As an internationally and 
nationally recognized biodiversity haven, the scale of upstream development should be 
strictly limited to what is compliant, and even that is likely to be considered generous by 
those who work voluntarily to protect the lagoon.  The building should have much less 
excavation and should lose two storeys before any consideration is given to a possible 
approval. 
 
Economic Impact 
 
In the two nearest sets of shops which cater to local residents’ needs (as is required for 
a neighbourhood shopping zone such as this), the following 15 businesses are found:  2 
hairdressers, 1 jeweller, 1 solicitor, 1 physiotherapist, 1 petrol station, 2 takeaway food 
shops, 1 doctor, 1 graphic artist, 1 chemist, 1 dentist, 1 pathologist and a mower 
repairer.  All will be impacted by the introduction of a permanent market with the lack of 
commitment to the suburb and its residents’ needs evident in most markets. 
 
 
SUMMARY  
 
The application is significantly non-compliant with regard to parking (37% short), height 
(10.3m too high: more than double what DLEP 2009 will permit), traffic (virtually no 
additional capacity in Ghersi Avenue, but another 175 vph are proposed instead of the 
desirable additional maximum of 15) and overshadowing (too much impact on too many 
residences and on the street).  Stormwater disposal constitutes a significant risk from 
such a large building into a very sensitive and highly valued lagoon habitat. 
 
The building is too big for its site, which is evidenced in its multiple aspects of non-
compliance.  It will lack visual quality when viewed from Lucinda, Ghersi and Seaview 
Avenues and Old Gosford Road.  Its position close to the hill crest makes it particularly 
dominant, which is amplified by the contrast in style and colour between the proposed 
building and those around it. 
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The site is within a neighbourhood centre, while this proposal is better suited to a town 
centre.  The economic impacts of a permanent market and of commercial spaces may 
significantly and negatively affect nearby businesses which have adhered to the scale 
required in the State’s and Council’s strategies, plans and policies. 
 
A number of residences will have their private outdoor spaces overlooked from the 
south-facing façade, which extends virtually across the whole depth of the land.  This 
will lead to a loss of amenity and privacy for them, additional to their loss of sunshine 
for hours at a stretch from autumn through winter and into spring. 
 
The building is unfriendly to its neighbouring street, as only one shop fronts the street 
and the centre’s premises are almost entirely internally focused.  No weather protection 
is provided to pedestrians in Ghersi Avenue, as is required (DCP 159).  Ghersi Avenue 
will be heavily shadowed every morning, year-round. 
 
The lagoon is at risk from the extent of impervious site coverage, not all of which will 
feed stormwater into detention tanks.  The swale has been (presumably) incorrectly 
identified as being on the uphill (western) side of the site, which may require an 
amendment or a redesign of the submitted proposal.  The lagoon is a treasured local, 
national and international feature with its own water quality problems – this proposal 
should not be allowed to threaten it further. 
 
The application explicitly states that it will satisfy the needs of the City’s northern coastal 
suburbs, which is an incorrect ambition in a neighbourhood shopping centre.  A 
neighbourhood complex would be more modest in scale, with less excavation, more 
pervious surfaces, the correct number of parking spaces, more generosity towards the 
street and its public activities and less business impact on nearby neighbourhood shops 
in Wamberal. 
 
In conclusion and on the merit of the specific proposal, the proposal should be refused. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Helen Monks 
 
 


