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Area plans are contingent on the availability of enabling infrastructure and will have more detail
and be more specific in how the overarching planning principles of the regional and subregional
land use plans will apply to the local context of the Area Plan.

The sequential development of land use plans, from regional, through subregional, to area
plans, assists government in the planning of trunk infrastructure to service future land release
and to meet demand in a sequential and efficient manner.

Proposals for locations where trunk infrastructure is not currently planned are considered to be
‘out of sequence’. The Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan identifies the Lloyd Creek site for
urban/peri-urban uses. There is however no trunk infrastructure to support urban/peri-urban
services currently. In this sense, the Lloyd Creek site is ‘out of seqguence’.

The Darwin Regional Land Use Plan predicates that the timing of future development will be
influenced by future infrastructure investigations and the preparation of area plans for individual
localities. This reinforces the principle that area plans are contingent on the availability of trunk
urban services to enable land development.

The inclusion of the Lloyd Creek Area Plan in the Strategic Planning Framework would signal to
the proponent (and broader community) that government will provide trunk infrastructure in the
locality in the medium term, and give the proponent confidence to invest in the detailed studies
required to deliver the project (see sections 6.2 - 6.5 below).

This potential future benefit to the proponent needs to be considered in the context of the
broader objectives of government for the cost-effective and efficient provision of public utilities,
infrastructure and facilities for the benefit of the broader community. The out-of-sequence
inclusion of the Lloyd Creek Area Plan in the Strategic Planning Framework would require a re-
design of government’s planned and costed delivery of trunk infrastructure, and diversion of
government resources to support this development.

6.1 Supporting infrastructure for a reticulated water supply

The absence of sufficient available groundwater and lack of detail about alternatives was one of
reasons why earlier versions of this proposal were rejected.

The Commission understands that as yet there is no agreement between the proponents and
government about the funding and construction of the trunk infrastructure necessary to support
urban/peri-urban land uses in the short to medium term (such as main road connections, water
supply and power).

Power and Water Corporation considers the Lloyd Creek development to be out of sequence,
meaning infrastructure costs would be the responsibility of the developer. Broad estimates for
extending reticulated water from the Strauss Water Treatment Plant to Lloyd Creek, provided to
the Commission by the Land Development Unit of the Department of Lands, Planning and
Environment, indicate significant investment. The works would include an elevated tank ($15M),
a pump station ($15M), and a reticulated system ($10M), all adjacent to the proposed treatment
plant. Power and Water Corporation has not started planning for headworks infrastructure, as
current estimates suggest this infrastructure will not be required until after 2065.

If the proposed Lloyd Creek Rural Village Area Plan is accepted and becomes part of the
Planning Scheme'’s Strategic Framework before the necessary trunk infrastructure is designed,
scheduled and costed, there is a risk to government of pressure to provide main road upgrades
and trunk services ‘out of sequence’ with the more cost-efficient programmed delivery.

The proposed plan does not include details about how and by whom the trunk infrastructure
necessary to support this proposal will be delivered including advice on arrangements with
Power and Water Corporation on managing and continuing any reticulated supply.
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The proposed plan is a revised version of plans exhibited in 2016 and 2019. The current version
incorporates changes designed to fix problems identified in the course of the public exhibition of
these earlier proposals. Specifically, the proponent argues the proposal responds to community
concerns about the likely overuse and/or contamination of the aquifer.

The proposal is consistent with the current Darwin Regional Land Use Plan and Litchfield
Subregional Land Use Plan.

Normally, area plans are contingent on the availability of enabling infrastructure. The Litchfield
Subregional Plan identifies Lloyd Creek for urban and peri-urban development, and this requires
reticulated water and sewerage.

The Commission understands that there is no agreement between the proponents and
government about the funding and construction of the trunk infrastructure necessary to support
urban/peri-urban land uses in the short to medium-term. The Commission has been advised
that the estimated cost for extending reticulated water from the Strauss Water Treatment Plant
to Lloyd Creek is $40 million. Power and Water Corporation has not started planning for this
headworks infrastructure, as current estimates suggest this infrastructure will not be required
until after 2065.

If the proposed Lloyd Creek Rural Village Area Plan is accepted and becomes part of the
Planning Scheme’s Strategic Framework before the necessary trunk infrastructure is designed,
scheduled and costed, there is a risk to government of pressure to provide trunk services ‘out of
sequence’ with (more cost-efficient) programmed delivery.
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(e) the merits of the proposed amendment and whether the amendment is in the public
interest, and

(f)  any report from the Commission under section 12B(3).
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Hon Joshua Burgoyne

Minister Lands, Planning and Environment
Parliament House

State Square

Darwin NT 0800

Via Email: minister.burgoyne@nt.gov.au

Dear Minister Burgoyne

RE: Report to the Minister - The Lloyd Creek Rural Village Area Plan

Thank you for your correspondence of 27 November 2024 which provided a copy of the NT Planning
Commission (NTPC) Report (dated 8 November 20204) relating to the above project.

On behalf of my client Intrapac Property, | provide the below information to clarify and correct several
matters raised in the NTPC Report and most importantly demonstrate that the proposal is suitable to

proceed to public exhibition without delay.

1. Planning Process

The proposed Area Plan seeks to build on the existing Darwin Regional Land Use Plan and Litchfield
Subregional Land Use Plan, both of which identify this land for future development. Implementing an

Area Plan into the Planning Scheme is the logical and appropriate planning step.

The NTPC letter incorrectly states that proposals where trunk infrastructure is not currently planned
are considered “out of sequence”. This directly contradicts the implementation of countless other
Area Plans which were prepared and adopted for proposed development which relied on non-existent
infrastructure at the time. Rather, the adoption of an Area Plan (such as The Lloyd Creek Rural Village
Area Plan) should precede infrastructure plans as they provide a clear development intent for sites,
allowing proper planning for future infrastructure requirements based on anticipated need.

Without an Area Plan in place, no direction or certainty is provided (whether to NTG or Private

developers) on future infrastructure requirements.

One should note that the draft Lloyd Creek Rural Village Area Plan identifies the framework for
servicing and solutions for trunk infrastructure (unlike other adopted Area Plans). The inclusion of the
Area Plan will provide clear development intent for the site, noting that reticulated water
infrastructure is intended to be provided by Intrapac (discussed further in sections below).
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2. Infrastructure Sequencing

Iltem 6.1 of the NTPC report suggests that the key concern with the water reticulation strategy is that
the development is considered ‘out of sequence.” Considering the multiple rural subdivisions exist
immediately adjacent to the subject site, the notion that the development is ‘out of sequence’ is

unfounded, with the rational next development front in the immediate locality being the subject land.

The NTPC report indicates that PWC/Government Authority does not currently have funding to
contribute to the construction of the required headworks (being proposed 3km reticulation main,
pump station and elevated tank). The NTPC report nominated an arbitrary cost figure of $40M for
these headworks which has not been justified.

Intrapac has engaged local civil contractors to prepare a budget estimate for the works required to
facilitate reticulated water to the subject site which total approximately $25M. It is also not clear that
all of these are necessary to unlock development; our engineering advice is that several hundred
homes in the development could be serviced with reticulated water without the need for the elevated
tank.

Intrapac may be prepared to fund some or all of this cost if authority contribution is not available (with
further negotiation to occur between Intrapac and the relevant authority).

The reticulated water network would naturally be designed and constructed to meet PWC's
expectations, and it is expected that the asset will be handed to PWC to operate and maintain the

asset following a standard defects liability period.

3. Infrastructure Costs

The NTPC Report indicates the development risks additional authority costs via trunk infrastructure
and road upgrades. Based on the information provided in the development application, this statement

is not accurate.

As already discussed, trunk water reticulation will be funded by Intrapac where authority contribution
is not available. Roads and accesses will be informed by a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) to be
undertaken in consultation with NTG DLI and Litchfield Council. Any proposed upgrades to road
infrastructure to accommodate an increase in traffic demand will be demonstrated in the TIA with
funding responsibility to be negotiated once costs and community benefit are identified.



4. Wastewater Management

ltem 6.2 of the NTPC Report indicates the following concerns with the wastewater management

proposal:

e The approach is limited to individual onsite effluent treatment rather than a holistic
consideration of cumulative impacts.

e Future urban development would rely on expensive, high-maintenance package treatment
systems with potential for unreliability, off-site contamination and high maintenance costs.

e The commission understands that government has experienced issues of this nature with a

similar wastewater system within the Coolalinga Rural Activity Centre.

Based on the above responses, the NTPC appears to have misunderstood the proposed wastewater
management proposal or may be referring to earlier concepts which have been superseded. The
below responses to these concerns are supported by Section 10 of the Infrastructure Plan prepared
by ADG and submitted together with the Draft Area Plan.

The ADG Infrastructure Report explores several viable options to service the proposed development.
The preferred intent is for larger allotments to be serviced via private on-site effluent systems that

will be maintained and operated by the lot owner. This is common practice for rural living.

As lot sizes reduce, a community effluent wastewater system comprising of private on-site primary
treatment will be delivered which will be maintained and operated by each lot owner. Effluent from
these systems will then drain to a community effluent disposal system (a pipe system discharging to
absorption beds located at a suitable location within the development).

The commissions statement that “future urban development would rely on expensive, high-
maintenance package treatment systems with potential for unreliability, off-site contamination and
high maintenance costs” is incorrect. Several solutions have been proposed in the Infrastructure Plan
prepared by ADG, however based on the current surrounding sewer infrastructure (or lack thereof)
and the available technology, the likely solution will consist of proprietary products that meet the
requirements of the on-site wastewater code discharging to a common effluent disposal system. It is
expected that a package on-site primary treatment will be maintained and operated by each lot
owner. Public infrastructure will be limited to inground pipework aligned within the proposed road
verge (not dissimilar to a traditional sewer pit and pipe network) and a community absorption bed
which meets the requirements of the on-site wastewater code.

The proposal is significantly dissimilar to the Coolalinga Rural Activity Centre On Site Wastewater
Treatment Plant (OSWTP) and as such should not be compared. As we understand it, the Coolalinga
Rural Activity Centre OSWTP consists of a complete package wastewater treatment plant entirely

operated and maintained by PWC.



We understand that the Coolalinga OSWTP was neglected of essential maintenance and found in a
poor condition when identified as a risk to the community (this is indicated by Legislative Assembly of
the Northern Territory Written Question No. 320). As identified in points 1 & 2 above, allotments
constructed as part of the early stages of the development will be serviced entirely by private on-site
effluent systems that will be maintained and operated by the lot owner (septic tank and on-site
effluent disposal zone).

In the case of the proposed future smaller lots within the Rural Activity Centre and associated centre
lots, Wastewater treatment within the Rural Activity Centres is to be provided to the satisfaction of
Power Water/ or relevant authority/ agency, that is at the time (some 10+ years beyond the beginning
of development) a suitable system will be proposed to meet PWC requirements. This may be in the
form of traditional reticulated sewer that connects to the broader sewer network (beyond the site) or
a potential sewerage solution may be an individual package on-site primary treatment (septic tank or
advanced treatment) for each allotment (private asset) to drain to a community effluent disposal

pipework and absorption beds (public asset).

It will be the responsibility of Intrapac to demonstrate a solution to be provided to the satisfaction of
Power Water/ or relevant authority/ agency, however not having exact certainty on matters which
are not required for a decade and will still be subject to further approvals should not be the basis for

preventing the Area Plan or the project from progressing.

5. EIS Recommendations

Iltem 6.3 of the NTPC Report asserts that the NT EPA’s recommendations in their report on the EIS
were never acted upon is plainly false. The project’s website at

https://www.lloydcreek.com.au/environment clearly presents Intrapac’s response to each

recommendation which demonstrates that every possible action has been taken to address the

matters given the status of the proposed development within the planning approval process.

With specific reference to recommendations relating to flora and fauna, Intrapac completed
additional hydrology and threatened species surveys more than 5 years ago and provided the survey
reports to the Flora and Fauna Division of DLPE. The results have been incorporated into the
requirements of the Specific Use Zone and will inform the design of subdivision applications to ensure
that there are no significant impacts to threatened sand sheet heath species.

6. Land Use Constraint Mapping

Iltem 6.4 of the NTPC Report suggest that the proposed area plan does not map the land use constraints
limiting development of the area, or the open space network, proposed main road network, utilises,

and social infrastructures to support the proposed 4,200 homes in the locality.


https://www.lloydcreek.com.au/environment

Relevant constraint mapping that provided the original application in supporting information including

the EcOz Land Suitability Assessment dated 20 August 2015 remains relevant to the site.

To the level of detail appropriate for an Area Plan, the key land use constraints have been mapped as
Conservation Areas within the Lloyd Creek Area Plan. As per the NT EPA’s recommendations in their
Assessment Report on the EIS, these areas have been strategically located and designed to avoid
impacts to the ecological and heritage values that were identified in the EIS — namely, threatened

species, significant vegetation types and watercourses.

Potential constraints to the development of individual lots — such as those relating to slope and soil
types — will be addressed at the appropriate approval stage. For instance, the design and location of
individual wastewater management systems will be in accordance with the code of practice, as
informed by both the existing, over-arching land suitability assessment, and the site-and-soil
evaluations that will be prepared for each subdivision through future development applications.

7. Community Opposition

Item 6.5 of the NTPC Report states that previous proposals for urban/peri-urban development in the
Lloyd Creek area have been opposed by the local community. It must be clarified that previous
proposal, when exhibited, received a total of just 30 submissions from the public. Of these, 18 of these

submissions were objections and 12 were in favour.

Furthermore, a high proportion of those objections were primarily concerned with ground water
impacts, which are now avoided due to the proposed provision of reticulated water, and incorrect

assertions that the development would be largely urban (“another Zuccoli”).

The facts and the revisions to the proposal have set specifically to alleviate these concerns by providing
reticulated water to lots and enshrining a design philosophy which ensures the Rural Amenity of the

development is paramount.

These changes, and others, have been informed by a detailed review of the previous proposal,
community comments and a community survey prepared by JWS (and provided to the commission),
to ensure the revised proposal not only addressed previous concerns but also ensured the new

proposal aligns with community expectations for rural development more broadly.

It is highlighted that should the Minister agree to further consider the request to amend the NT
Planning Scheme to include the Lloyd Creek Rural Village Area Plan, then the plan must be placed on
public exhibition for a minimum of 28 days. At the conclusion of the exhibition period the Commission
would conduct a public hearing and prepare a report to the Minister on issues raised during that
process to inform the Minister's final determination. This is supported, and provides transparency for

the proponent, the NTG and ultimately the public on the proposed area plan.



Summary

It is greatly concerning that despite:

e formal lodgement of the application, together with all relevant technical reports and
documents

e adetailed briefing DPE staff; and

e a separate briefing to the entire Planning Commission on the application and specifically on

how it addresses earlier concerns for development of this land

That the NTPC Report to the Minister could include such a volume of false or incorrect statements on

the proposed development, its associated infrastructure and several details.

This can only be interpreted as either a lack of understanding of the project, or a lack of detailed
review by staff within the Department, which is disappointing given the significant private investment

into new housing that is being proposed for the Northern Territory.

Despite our disappointment, we are confident that the matters raised in the NTPC Report have been
appropriately clarified and explain in this letter, and demonstrate the proposal is suitable to proceed
to public exhibition without further delay.

It has been over a year since we commenced the lodgement process on the draft Lloyd Creek Rural
Village Area Plan, and over a decade since this land was identified for Urban/Peri Urban use and
included in the Regional Use Plans. There is no conceivable basis that progressing this development

should be delayed any further given its critical importance to the future of the NT.

Should you wish to discuss the items above in further detail, please don’t hesitate to contact me on
0400 754 842.

Regards

Gerard Rosse
Director
Cunnington Rosse Town Planning and Consulting





