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1.0 Executive	Summary	
	

1.1 271	and	273	Powderworks	Road	(hereafter	being	referred	to	as	the	“subject	
land”)	have	both	been	earmarked	as	environmental	management	zoning	in	the	
draft	structure	plan	(Refer	Figure	One).	

	
Figure	One	–	271	and	273	Powderworks	Road	as	Circled	in	Red.	As	displayed	
is	the	picture	the	properties	will	be	surrounded	by	development	in	all	
directions.	

	

	
	
	

1.2 Based	on	the	technical	studies	undertaken	by	the	government’s	own	
consultants,	supplemented	with	information	from	the	land	owners,	there	is	an	
alternative	approach	the	owners	of	the	subject	land	believe	is	more	equitable	
to	all	parties	–	particularly	in	the	context	of	the	proposed	zoning	across	the	
whole	precinct.		
	

1.3 Within	two	hundred	metres	of	the	boundaries	of	the	subject	land	there	is	
proposed	development	on	all	sides	on	land	that	is	owned	privately,	and	by	the	
state	and	local	council.	

	
1.4 This	is	highly	inequitable	as	we	as	private	owners,	based	on	the	proposed	zoning	

will	be	sustaining	a	high	loss	of	value	in	our	holdings,	for	no	compensation,	for	
the	‘public	good’	benefit	of	other	private	owners,	the	state	and	local	council.	
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1.5 The	grounds	upon	which	the	subject	land	has	been	given	a	draft	zoning	of	

environmental	management	raises	many	issues	when	reviewed	in	the	context	of	
the	development	of	the	southern	area	of	Ingleside.	

	
§ Major	regional	wildlife	corridors	have	been	diverted	90	degrees	from	

existing	pathways	through	a	mix	of	multidirectional	corridors,	over	both	
ridge	lines	and	riparian	corridors	and	then	through	the	subject	land.	

§ The	proposed	number	of	wildlife	corridors	has	declined	compared	to	
what	currently	exists.	

§ The	new	corridors	go	against	those	recommended	by	the	government’s	
own	bio-diversity	consultants	ELA.	

§ The	subject	land	is	within	a	“Flame	zone”	the	highest	fire	rating	that	can	
be	attained	–	as	it	is	now	proposed	to	have	one	main	wildlife	corridor	and	
in	the	case	of	a	fire,	fauna	will	be	driven	into	the	“Flame	zone”	and	killed	
(refer	to	Attachment	One).	

§ The	changing	of	direction	of	the	current	natural	corridors	provides	a	
major	financial	benefit	to	the	state	as	it	moves	the	existing	major	
regional	corridor	away	from	state	owned	lands	which	have	now	been	
earmarked	for	high	density	development	(300	metre	blocks)	as	a	result.	

§ Should	the	wildlife	corridor	proceed	through	the	subject	land	(not	
recommended	by	ELA),	to	have	the	full	blocks	covered	by	the	proposed	
environmental	zoning	is	impractical	as	the	north	eastern	area	of	both	
blocks	do	not	contain	heath,	is	cleared	and	is	vegetated	to	some	extent	
by	lantana	and	other	weeds.	

§ At	the	south	eastern	end	of	the	heath	bush	area,	it	is	proposed	to	put	
medium	density	(300	square	metre	blocks	on	private	and	council	lands).	
This	will	be	on	the	edge	of	the	flame	zone	and	will	be	at	extreme	risk.	

	
1.6 In	terms	of	services,	the	subject	land	is	already	on	water,	electricity	and	gas	and	

are	close	to	the	sewer	mains	connection	at	the	Elanora	end,	therefore	
development	could	proceed	expeditiously.	
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2.0 What	is	being	recommended	by	the	Property	Owners	
	

2.1 The	wildlife	corridors	as	recommended	by	ELA	be	adopted	to	ensure	the	
bushfire	impact	on	wildlife	can	be	minimised.	
	

2.2 Furthermore,	the	south	west	portions	of	the	subject	land	be	swapped	for	land	
owned	by	the	government	along	Mclean	Street	which	is	currently	under	the	
same	zoning.	The	land	holdings	could	then	be	zoned	for	housing	consistent	with	
the	surrounding	properties.	The	land	gained	by	the	government	from	the	subject	
land	could	then	be	zoned	conservation	ensuring	a	fully	government	owned	
wildlife	corridor	as	per	Figure	Two.	The	subject	land,	combined	with	the	
swapped	government	land,	would	then	be	zoned	consistent	with	adjoining	
properties	at	500	square	metre	blocks.	

	
Figure	Two	–	Proposed	Land	Swap	–	create	a	government	owned	wildlife	corridor	through	

the	heath	bush	area	as	is	currently	proposed.	
	

	
	

	
	

2.3 There	is	considerable	precedent	for	land	swaps	within	Ingleside,	as	many	have	
been	done	in	the	past.	
	

2.4 Create	a	wildlife	corridor	in	line	with,	and	as	recommended,	by	ELA	(Refer	Figure	
Three	A	as	per	corridor	2	and	B).	The	majority	of	the	corridor	exists	under	what	
is	being	proposed	except	for	the	last	20%	percent	which	is	currently	under	draft	
zoning	higher	density	on	state	owned	land.	This	can	be	achieved	by	swapping	
out	land	selected	development	within	the	heath	bush	surrounding	the	subject	
land	as	per	Figure	Three	B.	
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Figure	Three	–	Move	Government	Development	from	Powderworks	Road	to	Mclean	Street	

adjacent	to	Subject	Lands	
	
	
A	
	

	
	
	
B	
	

	
	

	
	

	
Advantages	of	what	is	being	proposed:	-	
	

2.4.1 Wildlife	corridors	would	be	in-line	with	what	was	recommended	by	
the	government’s	own	consultants.	
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2.4.2 An	extra	corridor	for	wildlife	would	be	created	providing	greater	
flexibility	for	wildlife	during	extreme	weather	events.	

2.4.3 As	per	the	point	above,	the	heath	bush	surrounding	the	subject	land	
would	not	be	fully	developed	and	could	still	provide	another	(local)	
corridor.	

2.4.4 This	would	provide	wildlife	with	options	in	periods	of	bushfire	
whereas	the	current	plan	does	not	cater	for	this.	

2.4.5 The	total	heath	bush	remaining	will	reduce	and	therefore	the	bushfire	
risk	to	the	area	and	medium	density	development	at	the	end	of	the	
heath	area	would	also	reduce.	

2.4.6 The	development	in	the	heath	area	adjacent	to	the	subject	land	could	
be	achieved	faster	as	it	is	currently	better	serviced	than	the	
government	lands	closer	to	Mona	Vale	Road	which	are	earmarked	as	
medium	density.	

2.4.7 There	is	no	major	impact	on	major	transport	routes	–	in	fact	may	
slightly	improve	transport	outcomes	due	to	less	density	close	to	Mona	
Vale	road.	
	

2.5 The	impact	would	be	neutral	with	the	same	housing	to	conservation	ratios	as	is	
currently	the	case.	 	
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3.0 Background	
	

3.1 In	the	recent	announcement	concerning	the	Ingleside	rezoning	proposal	both	271	
and	273	Powderworks	Road	have	been	earmarked	as	“Environmental	Management”	
or	E3	zoning.	

	
3.2 It	is	not	clear	in	any	of	the	Reports	what	this	Zoning	will	mean	for	the	owners	of	the	

subject	land	nor	can	government	officials	at	both	state	and	local	levels	provide	any	
certainty	therefore	creating	confusion.	

	
3.3 This	confusion	has	led	to	significant	devaluation	of	the	subject	lands	according	to	

local	real	estate	agents	–	refer	to	letters	in	Attachment	Two.	
	
3.4 Both	properties	were	classified	as	“Blue	Hatched	Area”	the	purpose	of	which	was	to	

“ensure	that	this	additional	development	does	not	impede	orderly	and	economic	
development	of	the	Blue	Hatched	Area	within	any	future	land	release”	(Pittwater	
Council	DCP	No.12	in	force	from	January	1995).	

	
3.5 It	is	worth	noting	that	this	zoning	was	applied	to	94	private	blocks	of	land.	State	

government	and	local	council	lands	were	not	included	in	the	LEP	(they	had	the	
choice),	and	hence	development,	and	destruction	of	so	called	environmental	lands,	
has	occurred	on	public	sector	owned	lands.		

	
3.6 271	Powderworks	Road	was	purchased	in	1997	and	developed	under	heavy	

restrictions	on	the	basis	it	was	earmarked	for	future	development	as	defined	under	
“Blue	Hatched	Area”.	The	local	council	has	been	monitoring	the	property	closely	for	
the	last	20	odd	years	with	regular	notices	being	forward	to	the	owners	to	have	
weeds	etc.	removed.	The	source	for	the	seeds	for	those	weeds	has	been	the	council	
owned	property	(200	metres	south	east	of)	and	on	the	other	side	of	McLean	Street,	
opposite	the	subject	land,	also	owned	by	the	government.	

	
3.7 273	Powderworks	Road	was	purchased	in	1965	and	land	tax	has	been	paid	every	

year	since	purchase	at	approximately	$15,000	per	annum	in	current	dollars	
approximately	$750,000	if	converted	to	todays	dollars.	Owners	of	this	property	have	
also	been	hit	with	notices	to	remove	weeds.	

	
3.8 Human	disturbance	on	the	subject	lands	has	a	long	history.	Based	on	aerial	

photography	from	1955	there	was	a	history	of	quarrying	and	tracks	(possibly	
associated	with	the	quarrying	-	refer	to	Figure	Four).	By	1961	a	large	cleared	area	
can	be	seen	adjacent	to	the	subject	lands	and	is	part	of	the	proposed	land	swap	
arrangement	put	forward	by	the	owners	-	refer	Figure	Five	–	please	note	borders	are	
approximate	for	demonstration	purposes.	Therefore,	the	land	is	not	pristine	and	
native	as	has	been	inferred	in	various	reports.	
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Figure	Four	–	Photo	taken	1955.	
	

	
	
	

Figure	Five	–	Photo	taken	1961.	
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3.9 Both	property	owners	would	like	it	put	on	the	record	that	at	no	stage	were	they	

contacted	by	state	and	local	government	representatives	or	their	consultants	for	the	
conducting	of	any	surveys	or	inspections	of	the	subject	lands	despite	invitations	having	
been	extended	by	the	owners.	There	is	reference	in	the	ELA	consultants	report	that	
access	was	not	granted.	This	is	definitely	not	the	case.	

	
3.10 Property	271	Powderworks	has	been	extensively	cleared	from	the	dwelling	to	

McLean	Street	as	shown	in	Figure	Six.	
	

Figure	Six	–	271	McLean	Street	–	picture	looking	back	at	the	dwelling.	
	

	
	
	
3.11 Property	273	Powderworks	Road	has	containers	and	roofing	materials	on	the	

property	which	have	been	there	for	decades.	
	

Figure	Seven	–	273	McLean	Street	
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3.12 The	owners	cannot	see	a	plausible	reason	why	the	developed	section	of	the	subject	
land	would	be	earmarked	as	“wildlife	corridor”	and	hence	have	an	Environmental	
management	zoning	placed	across	the	whole	of	the	area	of	the	properties.	

	
3.13 The	land	running	from	the	dwelling	to	Powderworks	Road	is	not	cleared	and	could	

be	allocated	as	a	“wildlife	corridor”.	
	
3.14 A	submission	would	have	been	submitted	in	2015.	However,	the	owner	of	271	

Powderworks	Road	was	informed	that	the	subject	lands	have	been	pulled	out	of	
conservation	zoning.	This	was	clearly	not	the	case	and	the	government	had	changed	its	
view	and	did	not	inform	the	property	owners.	Therefore,	the	owners	now	find	
themselves	in	a	position	of	where	they	are	having	to	respond	to	a	public	draft	in	a	small	
amount	of	time,	over	the	holiday	period	and	at	considerable	cost.	
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4.0 The	Proposed	Environmental	Management	Zoning	–	Wildlife	
Corridors	

	
4.1 The	thrust	of	the	proposed	environmental	management	zoning	on	the	subject	

lands	is	on	the	basis	of	providing	a	wildlife	corridor	through	the	properties.	
	

4.2 Figure	Eight	is	an	extract	from	the	ELA	consultant’s	reports	highlighting	the	
existing	corridors	as	they	exist	today.	

	
	

Figure	Eight	–	Wildlife	Corridors	as	per	ELA	Report	Page	80	
	

	
		
	

4.3 As	demonstrated	in	Figure	Eight	there	is	a	major	regional	corridor	running	in	line	
with	Mona	Vale	road	(marked	as	areas	8	and	9	on	the	map)	with	a	local	corridor	
running	through	the	subject	lands	(marked	as	7	on	the	Map).	
	

4.4 Figure	Nine	outlines	the	wildlife	corridor	that	was	recommended	by	ELA	in	their	
report.	The	map	was	titled	“Recommended	Refined	Corridor	Network	Mapping”.	
As	indicated	in	the	ELA	report	(Page	66):	-	

	
“The	main	objectives	of	the	wildlife	corridor	mapping	were	to:	

• Include	the	majority	of	the	EECs	within	the	corridor	
• Achieve	connectivity	between	five	major	conservation	areas	(Ku-ring-gai	

Chase	National	Park,	Garigal	National	Park	(Page	69),	Minkara	Reserve,	
Katandra	Bushland	Sanctuary,	and	Ingleside	Chase	Reserve)	

• Protect	known	or	potential	habitats	for	threatened	species	or	regionally	
significant	flora	species	habitat	
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• Retain	examples	of	the	native	vegetation	types	which	will	be	removed	for	
development”.	

	
Figure	Nine	-		Recommended	Refined	Wildlife	Corridors	by	ELA	(Page	69)	

	

	
	
	

4.5 As	the	map	indicates	there	is	no	proposed	wildlife	corridor	through	the	subject	
properties.	
	

4.6 The	proposed	wildlife	corridors	are	outlined	in	Figure	Ten	below.	
	

Figure	Ten	–	Draft	Structure	Plan	for	Ecological	Corridors	–	Page	86	of	ELA	Report	
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4.7 The	blue	dotted	lines	represent	the	proposed	wildlife	corridors.	The	heavy	red	

line	(added	by	the	author)	is	the	current	regional	wildlife	corridor	and	the	red	
dotted	line	is	the	current	local	wildlife	corridor.	The	issues	with	the	new	wildlife	
corridors	are:	-	
	

4.7.1 The	new	wildlife	corridors	are	perpendicular	to	the	current	corridors.	
4.7.2 The	new	corridor	moves	through	riparian	corridors,	ridge	corridors,	a	

water	area	and	proposed	playing	field	into	the	heath	area	
surrounding	the	subject	land.	We	were	informed	by	government	
officials	that	fauna	either	prefer	ridge	or	riparian	types	of	corridors,	
but	not	both.			

4.7.3 The	major	corridor	is	now	diverted	into	the	heath	bush	surrounding	
the	subject	lands	which	was	classified	as	a	“Flamezone”	in	2003	(refer	
to	Attachment	One).	

4.7.4 The	corridor	as	proposed	by	ELA	has	been	completely	ignored,	but	
still	remains	as	a	conservation	zone	for	almost	85%	of	what	would	
have	been	the	proposed	corridor	if	the	ELA	recommendation	had	
been	accepted	as	per	Figure	Eleven.	

	
Figure	Eleven	–	ELA	Corridor	85%	in	tact	as	per	Red	Dotted	Line	

	

	
	

4.7.5 As	is	highlighted	in	Figure	Eleven	the	corridor	as	recommended	by	ELA	
is	85%	covered	by	conservation	zoning.	The	remaining	15%	has	been	
zoned	as	300	square	metre	blocks,	much	of	which	is	owned	by	the	
State	Government	(as	highlighted	by	the	red	circle).	
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4.7.6 The	Ownership	of	the	land	that	was	recommended	by	ELA	as	a	

wildlife	corridor	and	is	now	earmarked	for	300	square	metre	
development	is	owned	by	the	State	Government	as	outlined	on	Figure	
Twelve.	The	area	highlighted	in	the	Red	circle	is	the	end	of	the	
proposed	ELA	wildlife	corridor	and	is	shaded	in	“Green”	indicating	
state	government	ownership.		

	
	
Figure	Twelve	–	Land	Ownership	–	Green,	Yellow	and	Brown	is	State	Government,	Blue	is	
Local	Government	–	Source:	Cox	Report	to	Community	Reference	Group	December	2013	

	

	
	
	

4.7.7 Furthermore,	there	are	already	existing	Culverts	for	animals	to	travel	
under	roads	on	the	wildlife	corridor	as	proposed	by	ELA	compared	to	
what	is	being	proposed	which	will	require	three	new	Culverts.	
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5.0 The	Proposed	Environmental	Management	Zoning	–	Flora	and	
and	Fauna	

	
5.1 As	highlighted	in	Figure	Fourteen,	in	terms	of	Flora	on	the	subject	lands	

compared	to	what	the	ELA	proposed	as	the	wildlife	corridor,	there	is	significantly	
greater	potential	habitat	for	threatened	species	within	the	proposed	ELA	
corridor	which	has	been	earmarked	for	development	on	State	Government	
lands.	

	
Figure	Fourteen	–	Flora	Surveys	as	Conducted	and	Documented	by	ELA	

	
Flora	 ELA	

Proposed	
Corridor	–	
earmarked	

for	
development	

Subject	
Lands	and	
Proposed	
Swap	Land	

Comments	

Coastal	Upland	Swamp	 YES	 NO	 	

Potential	habitat	
Acacia	terminalis	subsp.	terminalis,	Melaleuca	deanei	
and	Tetratheca	
Glandulosa		

YES	 YES	 	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Callistemon	
linearifolius	

YES	 NO	 Only	on	edges	proposed	
to	be	swapped	to	
government	ownership	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Darwinia	biflora	

YES	 NO	 Only	on	edges	proposed	
to	be	swapped	to	
government	ownership	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Epacris	purpurascens	
var.	purpurascens	

YES	 NO	 	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Eucalyptus	camfieldii	
and	Pimelea	curviflora	var.	curviflora	

YES	 NO	 Only	on	edges	proposed	
to	be	swapped	to	
government	ownership	

Potential	Habitat		
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Grevillea	caleyi	

NO	 NO	 	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Lasiopetalum	joyceae		

YES	 NO	 Only	 on	 edges	 proposed	
to	 be	 swapped	 to	
government	ownership	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	flora	species	polygons	Leptospermum	
deanei	

NO	 NO	 	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened flora species polygons Persoonia 
hirsuta		

YES	 NO	 Only	 on	 edges	 proposed	
to	 be	 swapped	 to	
government	ownership	
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5.2 In	terms	of	Fauna	there	is	also	greater	potential	fauna	habitat	in	the	lands	that	
were	proposed	by	ELA	as	a	wildlife	corridor	but	have	been	earmarked	for	
development	instead	as	highlighted	in	Figure	Fifteen.	

	
	

Figure	Fifteen	–	Fauna	Surveys	as	Conducted	and	Documented	by	ELA	
	
	
Flauna	 ELA	

Proposed	
Corridor	–	
earmarked	

for	
development	

Subject	
Lands	and	
Proposed	
Swap	Land	

Comments	

Riparian	Corridor	 YES	 NO	 	

Potential	foraging	habitat	
Threatened	fauna	species	polygons	Heleioporus	
australiacus	(Giant	Burrowing	Frog)	

YES	 YES	 None	recorded	on	subject	
lands	

Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	fauna	species	polygons	Eastern	Pygmy	
Possum,	Koala,	and	Red-crowned	Toadlet	

YES	 YES	 Nothing	recorded	on	
subject	lands	

Low	Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	fauna	species	polygons	Rosenberg’s	Goanna	

YES	 YES	 None	recorded	on	subject	
lands	

Potential	Habitat		
Threatened	fauna	species	polygons	Myotis	macropus	
(Southern	Myotis)	–	breeding	habitat	only	

YES	 NO	 	

Low	Potential	Habitat	
Threatened	fauna	species	polygons	Southern	Brown	
Bandicoot	

YES	 YES	 None	recorded	on	subject	
lands	
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6.0 Transport	and	Services	
	

6.1 What	has	been	proposed	by	the	subject	land	owners	is	that	the	government	
accept	the	ELA	recommendation	on	the	wildlife	corridor,	by	moving	some	of	the	
planned	development	close	to	Mona	Vale	Road	to	the	some	of	the	heath	bush	
area	surrounding	the	subject	land	as	per	Figure	Fourteen.	
	

6.2 The	heath	area	is	already	on	all	major	services	including	water,	electricity	and	
gas.		

	
6.3 Therefore,	development	could	proceed	in	the	area	more	quickly	and	providing	

earlier	financial	gain	for	the	government.	
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Attachment	Two	







 

Stone Real Estate Mona Vale 
Shop 1/5 Bungan Street, Mona Vale NSW 2103 
02 8030 8549 | hello@stonerealestate.com.au 

stonerealestate.com.au 
 

 7th November 2016  
 

 
Lot 36 Mclean Street, Ingleside 

 
 
 

Dear Mark & Lynne, 
 

Thanks for your request for an Appraisal on your property.  
 
For your information I have done a comparison of recent property sales in the area. Also after 
having consulted with developers on multiple feasibility investigations. I am able appraise your 
property should zoning rule favourable or negatively on your land holding. Developer sentiment 
towards land in the area is at high prior to gazettal due to the implied opportunity value and land is 
achieving good prices. The target achievable price will vary on what Zoning status is awarded.   
 
I believe R2 would be the ultimate result for your land and if this was achieved your land would 
expect to sell for $7,000,000 – $7,700,000 
 
If R1 was achieved your land would expect to sell for $3,000,000 - $3,500,000 
 
If your land was to be un affected by the zoning I would expect to see a sale price of around 
$2,500,000 
 
Finally, if the current plan to zone your block as an environmental corridor stands, your property 
would become near unsaleable. This is due to the uncertainty a potential buyer would have with the 
usability of the land. 
 
The cost to develop this land is looking to be among the highest Sydney has ever seen. The end 
purchaser demographic is calling for R2 sites and while R1 appeals to existing residents, the great 
majority of the market is avoiding large blocks of high maintenance land. This is apparent if 
monitoring the acreage market in Bayview. This market has been overtaken by the smaller blocks 
in Bayview purely due to this market demand.  
 
I hope this helps you assess the potential of your home and wish you both good luck. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Phil Vanstone / Stone Real Estate Mona Vale 
Licensee 
0401 009 333 
philvanstone@stonerealestate.com.au 

mailto:philvanstone@stonerealestate.com.au

