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Submission from PP & WA Dobbe 110 Wells Creek Road Virginia NT

RE: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update - Coolalinga/Freds Pass

We would like to submit for consideration that we are long term residents (over 35 years) of 110 
Wells Creek Road Virginia. We are one of the families who rely on informal water supply namely 
(spaghetti or banjo) water lines for ou'r essential service of water referred to in the Litchfield land 
use plan update.

We have no issue with development in the area and feel that this plan is good for the community 
and its residents. However we have a spaghetti water line that runs from our block 110 Wells Creek 
Road, underneath Wells creek Road itself through the storm water culvert opposite our block then 
all the way through the owner of number 95 Wells Creek road block into Fred's Pass and up to the 
main Power Water pipe where our water meter is situated. Our spaghetti line is over 1.6 kilometres 
long and as you can imagine has caused us nightmares over many years with some quarters 
receiving water bills in excess of $800 to $1000 due to water leaks. As you would be aware anything 
beyond the meter is the owner's problem. With the ever changing environment at Fred's Pass and 
the development activity we have had part of our water pipes covered over with bitumen and more 
recently our water pipes had to be relocated when Fred's Pass wanted to further bitumen a road for 
the soccer ground. Although Litchfield council/Fred's pass have been very accommodating this 
situation is untenable especially as we can see the future plans for sporting/tourism upgrades at 
Fred's Pass. The proposed plan also shows a local road running at the back of Fred's Pass which again 
will run straight over our water pipes. We need water run down Wells Creek Road after all there are 
blocks at the top of Wells Creek Road that have access to town water and also down the end of 
Wells Creek Road (namely block 180) that has access to town water. We just need access to town 
water in the middle. Power Water have said "we are a legacy from the past" that no one wants to 
know about, well 1 feel this is the prime opportunity to rectify this situation and give us access to 
town water. I know that this has been thought about as I have included a copy of a proposed water 
plan that I received at one of the community feedback sessions. You cannot have 
development/upgrades happening at Coolalinga and leave the immediate residents in a third world 
country situation for an essential service like water.

Our other concern is the management of storm water. Wells Creek runs directly through our block 
and every year when the rains are heavy the creek floods causing damage and erosion to our block. 
The amount of debris that flows down the creek is an issue (tree logs, green waste) causing the flow 
through culverts to become blocked and have to be cleared by us. Further development will cause 
more of an issue for Wells Creek landowners. Again we are happy for the development to happen 
but storm water management needs to be a priority and if development goes ahead the ongoing 
management needs to happen i.e. after development what has the impact on landowners been? 
the storm water measures put in place with the development have they worked? The reality is that 
what happens in real life does not match up to the survey reports and opinions set down in plans.

Please consider our comments and request for water.

Wendy Dobbe 110 Wells Creek Road Virginia NT

wendvdobbe@hotmait.com 0407794004
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Submission from Timothy Pieter Dobbe 105 Wells Creek Road Virginia NT

RE: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update - Coolalinga/Freds Pass

My name is Tim Dobbe and I am the owner of 105 Wells Creek Road Virginia NT. I am writing this 
submission in response to the Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update - Coolalinga/Freds Pass 
currently on exhibition.

My water is provided by spaghetti line that runs through my block 105 Wells Creek Road up to the 
Power Water mains at Fred's Pass where my water meter is situated. My water pipe is around one 
kilometre long which I have to maintain regularly due to constant leaks causing me to have high 
water bills (for example up to and over $1000) when there has been a leak that has not been 
detected. Leaks are now more constant with the continual activity and upgrades happening at Fred's 
Pass. Nowadays there is continual traffic (sport spectators/participants) accessing Fred's Pass and 
driving over my water pipes. Along with this heavy machinery is being used for the upgrades 
inevitably affecting my water pipes. Litchfield Council/Fred's Pass are aware of the spaghetti line 
situation and I know that although they try to be as amenable as possible this situation is an 
absolute thorn in their side as well as mine.

I am a young man and welcome and support the proposed changes and land use plan update to 
Coolalinga and Fred's Pass. My major concern is water. I am proposing that as part of this plan that 
Wells Creek Road is provided with access to town water as spaghetti lines are an obvious hinderance 
to any planned upgrades. There are 6 to 7 spaghetti lines that I know of in this same situation in 
Wells Creek road, possibly more. I know that there is town water at the top of Wells Creek Road and 
also at the bottom can this plan please close the gap in Wells Creek Road and provide the residents 
with town water?

Timothy Dobbe

105 Wells Creek Road Virginia NT

Timbol245(5)hotmail.com

0438831793
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Ref: 9821 

7 August 2020 

Director Lands Planning 
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
GPO Box 1680 
Darwin NT 0801 

Dear Sir, 

Re: Coolalinga and Fred’s Pass Area Plan 

In 2016 we provided a submission to the NT Planning Commission (NTPC) on behalf of Mr 
Ray McCasker in relation to the proposals for the Coolalinga and Fred’s Pass Rural Activity 
Centre, and in January 2019 we lodged a further submission on behalf of Mr McCasker. 

Following is an extract from the 2019 submission to the NT Planning Commission: 

We previously provided a submission on behalf of Mr Ray McCasker in relation to the 
proposals for the Coolalinga and Fred’s Pass Rural Activity Centre. 

We have subsequently attended a meeting with Mr McCasker where Department of 
Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics representatives advised that they were considering 
developing a Henning/Virginia connector road through one of Mr McCasker’s properties (25 
Virginia Road) as part of the proposed changes to the road arrangements at Coolalinga. 

Mr McCasker advised that he has no fundamental objection to the proposal, however he 
would need to consider the impact on his future development plans. 

As part of those considerations we have revisited the Planning Commission documentation 
and in particular the Stage 2 Flyer that has been released. 

We have noted that only parts of Mr McCasker’s properties (5 and 25 Virginia Road) have 
been identified for Commercial/Mixed Use development with the balance of the properties 
identified as Residential. 

Whilst the residential designation will allow for denser development than the current Rural 
Living zoning, a Commercial zoning for the entire properties would be much more 
appropriate. 

We appreciate that the development of the Area Plan is to advise on land use, as opposed 
to actual zoning, but any future rezoning proposal will refer to the Area Plan and a Minister 
would be highly unlikely to approve a rezoning that was not consistent with the Area Plan. 

Consequently, we are proposing that the draft Land Use Plan for Coolalinga\Virginia be 
amended to indicate all of the land comprised with 5 and 25 Virginia Road as 
Commercial/Mixed Use development  
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We offer the following comments on the reasons provided in Planning Commission (NTPC) 
publications for the different designations: 

Strip Development – the NTPS documents advise that there were concerns about ‘strip 
development’ continuing along the Stuart Highway and it has been suggested that extending 
the Commercial zone across all of Section 4867 would lead to strip development. 

Ray McCasker has been involved with the Coolalinga/Virginia Road area for over 29 years 
so he is well aware of the concerns surrounding strip development and fully appreciates that 
access will not be permitted from the Stuart Highway. Rather, any future commercial or 
mixed-use development will back onto the Stuart Highway and will be accessed from Virginia 
Road – either directly or from a new internal road. There will be no active interface with 
the Stuart Highway.   

Interaction with residential land - designating parts of Mr McCasker’s land as residential 
does not necessarily account for incompatible uses abutting the residential areas. 
Development within the area identified as Commercial, and indeed the extend commercial 
area we are proposing, could incorporate requirements for the commercial activities to 
include buffers that do not adversely impact on adjacent residential activities. 

The vast majority of uses within a Commercial zone will be Discretionary (requiring approval 
under the Planning Act), so consideration of interaction with the adjacent residential land is 
better handled by Development Assessment rather than designating multiple zones to 
parcels such as Mr McCasker’s. 

Consideration should also be given to designating a Rural Residential zoning to Section 
4868 (320 Stuart Highway) which is adjacent to both 5 and 25 Virginia Road. This would 
provide an added buffer between the proposed commercial area and the denser residential 
area that has been indicated for the lots fronting the Stuart Highway and Henning Road  

Scale of commercial development - we note the comments about restricting the amount of 
commercial development and not fragmenting existing centres around Darwin and 
Palmerston.   

The change we are proposing will not result in a significant increase in commercial land and 
more importantly, the commercial uses that are likely to develop on Mr McCasker’s land will 
be of a different nature to those that will utilise the land abutting the existing commercial 
areas fronting onto the Stuart Highway and Henning Road. 

Mr McCasker has already had inquiries from one party considering using his land for a 
vehicle sales operation and it is uses such as this, that require larger land areas, that will be 
better suited to the McCasker land as opposed to the other areas identified for commercial.     

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

We have reviewed the various workshop summaries and the proposal to designate a 
commercial/mixed-use zone to all of 5 and 25 Virginia Road does not conflict with the 
outcomes. 

A consistent zone for the properties will facilitate the opportunity for an integrated 
development that incorporates appropriate buffers with the future residential areas, 
combined with the suggested Rural Residential area, and also makes the provision of land 
for the Henning/Virginia more viable from Mr McCasker’s perspective.  

 

Given that there is now a proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme, and introduce the 
Coolalinga/Freds Pass Area Plan, Mr McCasker has again met with representatives from the 
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics to discuss the proposal. 

Mr McCasker advised the DIPL representative, Chris Humphries, that he, and the other land 
owners he has spoken to in the immediate area, are strongly opposed to the development of 
400m2 residential lots on the southern side of the Stuart Highway and that the residential lot 
sizes should be a minimum of 1,000m2. Smaller lot sizes are already available on the 
northern side of the Highway and to provide variety and choice, promote development of the 
larger residential lots on the southern side of the Highway. 

Mr McCasker still objects to the identification of part of his land for Residential and maintains 
the view that it should be identified for future Commercial development. 

This view is based on his involvement in the development of the Coolalinga/Virginia Road 
area for over 30 years.  

DIPL has suggested to him that an internal road could be constructed between the areas 
identified for Commercial and Residential on his properties in the proposed Area Plan. 

As an experienced developer, and somebody with a vested interest in seeing this locality 
developed appropriately, Mr McCasker definitely does not agree with the concept of 
residential allotments on the opposite side of a cul-de-sac from commercial developments. 

As suggested in the previous submissions, designating both of Mr McCasker’s properties as 
Commercial, and requiring future commercial development on those properties abutting 
residential land to comprise appropriate buffers, will result in a much more desirable 
outcome. 

Mr McCasker has also identified that there may be potential for the construction of an open 
stormwater drain from the Stuart Highway, through his property (5Virginia Road) to not only 
assist with drainage in this locality, but to also provide an added buffer between future 
commercial activities and the residential potential identified for adjacent Section 4868. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Mr McCasker fully appreciates that the introduction of the Area Plan into the NT Planning 
Scheme will guide future development for this area – an area for which he has a strong 
interest and a very good understanding. 

It is because of that interest and understanding that his views should be seriously 
considered, and incorporated into the Area Plan so that this area is appropriately developed. 

Mr McCasker is available to discuss the Area Plan proposal at any time. 

Regards, 

 

Kevin Dodd.  



From: Al Bayne
To: Planning NTG
Cc: Darren On; Top End Crane Trucks
Subject: 75 Henning Road
Date: Sunday, 9 August 2020 11:34:35 AM

Dear Minister

I’m writing to make a submission on the proposal (PA2020/0119) to the include the Area Plan for
Coolalinga / Freds Pass into the Planning Scheme.

It is good to see planning for the future of Coolalinga, but I have a concern about what land
owners and tenants can do with their land in the meantime.

I have an agreement to use the block at 75 Henning Road, Coolalinga. The land is zoned for 5
acre rural living, but has long been used for gravel mixing and storage etc.

75 Henning Road is shown in the Area Plan (page 14) in Focus Area B for future urban
development, and I note that 10.1 requires a detailed framework to be adopted into the Area
Plan.

I have also been told that future urban development will require Henning Road to be connected
to Virginia Road and a sewer line constructed from a new pump station down Henning Road. All
of this extra planning and engineering takes time and money.

It seems to me that the detailed planning and development of Focus Area B could be years away
yet, and in the meantime local businesses like mine cannot continue to use the land as it has
been for years, and the land cannot yet be redeveloped.

75 Henning Road could be subdivided into 5 acre lots but this is not what the Area Plan proposes
in Focus Area B.

Would it not be sensible for the Area Plan to allow interim uses of blocks like 75 Henning Road (I
have just signed a Five year Lease Agreement with the Land Owner), providing neighbours are
not affected, so that businesses like mine can continue to operate until the land is needed for
redevelopment and continue to provide a service and employment.

I would greatly appreciate any advice your Department can provide on how this might be
possible.

Yours sincerely,

Alastair Bayne

Managing Director
Top End Crane Trucks Pty Ltd
Email – al@topendcranetrucks.com.au
PH – 08 8988 4444
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MOB – 0428 886 224
PO Box 1879 Humpty Doo NT 0836



NORTHERN PLANNING CONSULTANTS - ACN 609 134 741 
Darwin Corporate Park, Unit 6, T212, 631 Stuart Highway, Berrimah / PO Box 36004 WINNELLIE NT 0821 

bradcunnington@gmail.com    NPC 

13 August 2020 

 

Attention: Director, Lands Planning 

Dear Michael 

Re: Submission regarding Proposed Amendment PA2020/0119 

Introduction of Coolalinga / Freds Pass Area Plan 

For: Dalric Estates Pty Ltd, Section 3254 Hundred of Bagot 

Northern Planning Consultants have been engaged by Dalric Estates Pty Ltd, landowner of Section 3254 Hundred of 

Bagot, to review and provide a submission regarding a proposal to amend the Northern Territory Planning Scheme 

by including an Area Plan for the Coolalinga / Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre into the Planning Scheme. This 

submission is provided in addition to a previous submission by NPC on behalf of Dalric Estates in response to the 

draft Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan, dated 16 March 2016. 

Dalric Estates currently owns land at Section 3254 Hundred of Bagot, located at 385 Stuart Highway, Howard Springs, 

on the northern side of the Highway within the localities of Coolalinga and Howard Springs. The land is separated by 

the CN (Conservation) area comprising the disused railway corridor, and comprises a total land area under title of 

41.81 hectares. The land is predominantly zoned RL (Rural Living) with a portion of land adjacent the Stuart Highway 

zoned C (Commercial), and together with the surrounding locality, is identified in figure 1 below.  

The Land Use Concept for Coolalinga (north of the Sturt Highway) contained on page 10 of the Area Plan identifies 

future use and development within Section 3254 as a combination of Residential, Open Space incorporating Drainage 

features, Rural Residential Buffer, Development Restricted by Constraints and Commercial / Mixed Use. The area plan 

identifies (in the area south of the Railway Corridor) a number of road connections to land either side and to the 

south, and roads within Section 3254. In addition, a drainage corridor connects the upstream catchment to the west 

with the existing wetland and Melaleuca swamp to the west.  

Director Lands Planning  
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
GPO Box 1680 
DARWIN NT 0801 
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Figure 1: Subject land and surrounding locality.  

Figure 2: Approximate location of Section 3254 (red boundary) per the Area Plan 

As with that identified in the draft Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan, and alluded in NPC’s 2016 submission, the 

extent of future road network, both local and connector roads, identified within Section 3254 per the Land Use 

Concept, is significant in the context of that shown for surrounding land, and the role in which road networks on 

Section 3254 are expected to adopt in servicing the broader area within the Coolalinga Rural Activity Centre. This 

particularly applies to the critical connector to Stow Road identified in Clause 2.2. Given the anticipated role of these 

road connections identified in the area plan for the provision of orderly and economic development in both the 

subject and surrounding land, and the number and extent of different landholdings these connections traverse, a 

clear and concise framework for the delivery of this infrastructure is critical. Such a framework should include details 

for funding and timing, and must be developed in consultation with landowners to ensure infrastructure 

contributions (both financial and land-based) are clear and equitable to all parties.  



 

As with the road network referred above, an integrated stormwater design, funding and rollout strategy should be 

provided to clarify the role of individual landholdings within the broader stormwater strategy, and provide a clear 

and concise framework for stormwater catchment, drainage and detention in development areas. Prior experience 

suggests the required works to enable the adequate control of mosquito populations within the Melaleuca swamp 

immediately east of Section 3254, as identified by the Department of Health, may be at odds with some of the 

perceived environmental values identified by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources. Accordingly 

an integrated stormwater management strategy (referred to in Clause 7.2) and mosquito management strategy 

(Clause 9.3) is critical to define the function, final design and capacity of the melaleuca swamp, and clarify the 

responsibility and timing for works to enable development of upstream land.  

The proponent also seeks to reserve the ability to seek the most appropriate internal layout for future development 

matters. The range of detailed investigations, studies and design processes that must accompany proposals for 

greenfield development may indicate different development internal parameters than that shown in the Land Use 

Concept. For example, the precise layout of the internal road network (notwithstanding the importance of road 

connections to adjacent land), the extent of land constrained by inundation and the most suitable location and 

extent of public open space (in accordance with Part 6 of the Northern Territory Planning Scheme 2020) may be 

subject to change. It is understood that it is not the purpose of the Area Plan to define these parameters, and that 

this will result from any future detailed design process.  

I confirm Dalric Estates Pty Ltd and/or representative would welcome any opportunity to discuss this submission, 

and the development of Section 3254, with the Department and/or representative. Please do not hesitate to contact 

the undersigned with any queries regarding this matter.  

Regards 

BRAD CUNNINGTON 

 

Northern Planning Consultants Pty Ltd 
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Submission re Coolalinga/Freds Pass               

Urban Activity Centre!! 

PA2020/1109 

The Coolalinga/Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre Area Plan will be a long-term plan for the future of the area. Once 

complete, the Area Plan will help maintain the amenity of the rural area by ensuring the provision of adequate 

services to support growth within the boundaries of the activity centre, while helping to protect the rural area from ad 

hoc development in the future.  Planning Commission 

It seems that comments regarding the future planning of the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Urban Activity 

Centre have been never ending and really nothing has changed with the planners and the 

Government pushing their view of how this area should be developed. It does not protect the rural 

area or ad hoc development! 

To highlight my frustration about this whole process. I have attached to this submission, three 

submissions from 2011 onwards. I have continually asked for the 1ha lot size to be the 

predominate lot size with a small amount of large suburban (4000sqm) blocks to be closer to the 

centre. 

Instead this plan talks about an Activity Centre that is 7.5km long, has plans for a large number of 

4000sqm blocks with some suburban development thrown in for good measure, has an ad hoc and 

illogical proposal to subdivide existing 2ha blocks into one hectare just because they are within 

250m, measured directly, or 500m, measured as travelled, from the boundary of the rural activity 

centre and it has roads that will go from local to becoming arterial.  

This proposal is anti rural. The Activity Centre should be smaller and not a suburb. When the 

planners talk about urban development you would think Weddell, but when they say this:  The 

Compact Urban Growth Policy 2015 is a policy document in the NT Planning Scheme that provides 

a framework to guide the development of area plans and to inform decisions on rezoning 

applications, then I don’t see rural. I see urban, I see densification.  

The one thing that stands out as not being incorporated into this plan is the social impact of what 

will basically be a suburb of up to 500 dwellings. It seems that nobody cares or understands why 

we live in the rural area. We need some development but not as proposed. 

I have highlighted a number of issues and expanded on each below. I would be happy to talk 

directly to the Planning Commission about these issues. 

 Activity Centre boundaries 

 Transition areas 

 Brooking Creek and Stow Road 

 Smyth Road and Edelston Roads 

 Berno’s block and the Southern end 

 Henning Road 



Boundary of the Activity 

centre—It should be as 

Coolalinga was planned originally 

designed.  The NAR corridor 

should be the boundary and no 

urban development above that. 

The old railway line makes a 

perfect boundary from urban to 

rural.  

Boundary of Activity Centre 

Boundary of Activity 

Centre  should be the 

old NAR railway line  



Transition zone—the idea of a 1 ha buffer outside the activity area should be scrapped. It’s 

an idea which in this case means the subdivision of land is purely based on the distance 

from the activity centre boundary. This means that some people in a street could subdivide 

and others couldn’t. In my case, two blocks in my road (Lacey Road) could be subdivided 

and the rest couldn’t. That is just silly and shows a lack of knowledge of the local situation. 

Half the street can subdivide and the rest can’t.  These blocks are separated from 

Coolalinga by a large wet area and relate more to the  Howard Springs Activity Centre. 

Wells Creek Road is another example of rezoning by distance from the boundary rather 

than a common sense approach of either leave land at 2ha or allow all of Wells Creek Road 

blocks to be subdivided. What is proposed is nonsensical and promotes ad hoc develop 

which this new plan is supposed to stop. Of course there is now there is inconsistency with 

one set of transition zone rules for the Howard Springs Activity Centre and a different set for 

Coolalinga. Why?  More ad hoc planning. In both cases the idea of the 1ha buffer should be 

inside the activity centre boundary and then 4000sqm blocks. 

Lacey Road and Tobin Roads 

- some blocks in some blocks out

Wells Creek Road 

- some blocks in some blocks out

Transition blocks 



Headwaters of Brooking Creek and Stow Road. There should be no 

development of this area until a full environmental impact assessment of 

this land is made taking into account heritage, biodiversity, topographical 

features, and any other impacts. The land is steep in places, there are 

WWII sites, there are old quarries, a beautiful part of Brooking Creek 

flows through there and there is lots of wildlife. Suitability of this land 

should be assessed first before any use of this land is shown on maps. 

Brooking Creek and Stow Road 



Smyth Road should not be built through to 

Coolalinga because it would destroy an 

important wetland and secondly destroy 

the local amenity of people living along or 

near the road. The Howard Springs 

Activity centre shows Smyth Road being 

connected to the Holtze Hospital 

(Palmerston) which would turn Smyth 

Road into a major arterial road. Any 

connection to Coolalinga should be a 

cycle path around the edge of the wetland. 

Smyth Road and Edelston Road 

This area should not be developed as 

urban but remain Rural Living or RR (1 

ha) and separated from the Activity 

Centre by the old rail corridor. It should 

be accessed by a cul-de-sac into the 

Activity Centre and not connected to 

Edelston Road 

Edelston Road should be a cul-de-

sac and access to the Activity Centre 

via Girraween Road. If opened up 

with direct access the road would 

become extremely busy  and ruin the 

present quiet amenity that people 

presently enjoy. Access  to 

Coolalinga could  be via a cycle path 

connecting the two cul-de-sacs. 



Berno’s block  - this block 

should be only approved for 1 

ha development and should 

remain outside of the Activity 

Centre. It doesn’t relate to the 

Activity Centre. If allowed to 

be subdivided into 4000sq m 

blocks you will have a suburb 

of non rural blocks with the 

subsequent loss of rural 

amenity in the area. The area 

should be subdivided in 

keeping with two subdivisions 

nearby— Sattler and the 

Grange. The proposed plan 

would allow for around 300 

large suburban blocks—now 

that’s not rural. 

Old Rail corridor—this 

should remain as the cycle 

path not diverting off into 

Berno’s land as shown. The 

cycle path is not only for 

recreation and commuting but 

also preserving the heritage 

of the NAR line. If built to the 

Arnhem highway it could then 

join with the other cycle path 

near Hayball Road which 

goes as far as the Humpty 

Pub. 

Trauma Centre and 

Ausmat 

This block is the Trauma 

Training Centre and 

should be identified as 

non residential. 

Transition Zone 

1Ha blocks inside the 

boundary not outside as 

planners want. 

Not sure why this area is 

needed when Coolalinga 

is just up the road 

Southern End and Berno’s Block 



Henning Road 

Henning Road should remain as the boundary of the Activity Centre. 

It would be impractical to subdivide 2ha blocks into 4000sqm blocks and 

800sqm blocks. Increased run off into Wells Creek would be exacerbated 

by smaller blocks and  more hard stand. The Activity Centre is meant to be 

an area that allows for some moderate development but not a suburb. It is 

a service area for the rural community and passing traffic. 



Previous submission –2011 



      The Department of Lands and 

Planning has just announced a so-

called Rural Village Development 

Discussion Paper. The Department has 

held a number of meetings in the rural 

area to let people know of the plan. 

Unfortunately a number of these meetings 

were not well attended. 

     I should say up front that I do not 

support the plan and will give my reasons 

but I say at the outset that I do support 

moderate development inside the 

district centres. 

My reasons for not supporting this 

development are  

 that the plan will add over 7600

blocks of land to the rural area—

5210 (4000sqm) and 2400 under

1000sqm, doubling the number of

blocks in the rural area.

 The blocks are not rural, they may

be within the rural area but they are

not rural sized blocks.

 Most of the small blocks are outside

of existing District centres. (That’s

the deceit). This is not a change to

the villages but a major change to

the Litchfield Area Plan.

 The Department had hidden the

fact that it is trying to change the

Rural Residential (RR) zone from a

minimum of 1ha to 0.4Ha without

telling people openly what their

intentions are. Many people fought

hard in the early 2000’s to make

sure 1 ha was the minimum rural lot

size not 0.4ha.

 If this plan goes ahead it would be

the end of the rural lifestyle as we

know it.

      In the Howard Springs/Holtze area, 

the plan proposes to rezone land south of 

Wallaby Holtze Road from Rural 

Residential to urban. This would mean 

450 suburban blocks would be 

established with a population of nearly 

1600 people. This is not  a district centre 

or a village.  When the new alignment of 

the proposed Temple Terrace extension 

was agreed to, the block sizes agreed to 

were 1ha(RR) with a 2ha buffer. 

Coolalinga/Freds Pass 800 0.4ha blocks—200 blocks under 

1000sqmPopulation increase up to 4000 people 

Proposed Smyth Road extension to Coolalinga 

0.4 ha blocks at the rear of Westall Road residents 

Kowandi and Berno’s land - proposed  

700 to 800 0.4 ha blocks 

1200 0.4ha blocks in Forestry land 

Population increase up to 4500 

450 blocks under 1000 sq m 

HoltzePopulation increase up to 1800 

Some 0.4ha blocks at Howard Springs 

Is this the end of our rural lifestyle ? 

Howard Springs Meeting 

Humpty Doo Meeting 

580, 0.4ha blocks and 460 blocks under 

1000sqm. Increase of about 4000 people 

0.4 ha blocks 

Please note—the Government intends to produce a separate plan for 

Knuckey Lagoon—could be interesting!! 



   The 0.4 hectare blocks proposed around the Howard Springs District 

Centre makes good sense and is an example of sensible and modest 

approach to developing the area without threatening the rural blocks. 

      Coolalinga already has some residential development approved 

but this plan expands that type of development on both sides of the 

Stuart Highway. This would probably double the number of suburban 

blocks behind the new shopping centre. That may be reasonable but 

some of the land may not be suitable for intense development as it 

takes in the head waters of Brooking Creek. Residents on Westall 

Road may be interested to know that the plan proposes about 50 

0.4ha blocks backing onto their land. Again if you live south of the 

Howard Springs shops then the plan also proposes that Smyth Road 

continue through to the new Coolalinga shops. Whilst this may be 

convenient there would be a large increase  in traffic on Smyth Road 

and it could have an effect on the viability of shops at Howard Springs. 

The problem is that I doubt if residents in the area no these changes 

are being contemplated and it would be good to hear there views. 

      Under the plan Freds Pass Village will be expanded to take over 

all of the Kowandi South Defence area (if ever sold) and Berno’s land 

which would mean about 800 0.4ha blocks. That’s 

about 3000 people in that area. This land is not in 

the present Freds Pass Village Centre but is part of 

the rural area. The Department is trying to change 

rural residential by proposing to rezone any large 

blocks of land along the highways to 0.4 ha instead 

of 1ha. The Government would be better to develop 

the land its got at Freds Pass.  Except for the 

schools it has done very little with the land for nearly 

20 years. 

  Humpty Village Centre under the plan will now take 

in all large blocks of land along the Arnhem Highway 

from the traffic lights to the Humpty Doo Pub 

meaning the main street would be about 7 km long. 

All that land would be developed  into 580 0.4ha blocks. There would be some 460 blocks under 1000sqm in  or 

adjacent to the existing Humpty Doo Centre. I think there is room for small blocks within the centre but the numbers 

need to be reasonable. 

The sad thing is that the Government has put out these grand plans but they have only built one house in the centre 

over the last 20 years and have not developed and sold any of its own land over the same period.  

    Noonamah must take the cake for the biggest expansion with all the land on the east side of the Stuart Highway from 

the Elizabeth River Bridge to the Cox Peninsula Road planned for  0.4ha blocks. Of course some allowance has been 

made for wet areas but it would still mean 2000 0.4 ha blocks an increase in population approaching 8000 people. The 

more reasonable approach would have been a village development around the existing Noonamah shops where small 

blocks would be appropriate and then perhaps a mixture of 1ha and 2 ha blocks over the remaining land. Once again 

the development proposed by the Government has no bearing on Village development it is simply a major change to the 

rural lifestyle. The Noonamah District Centre should be associated with the new city of Weddell. I wonder whether that 

the Government is trying to cut up the rural area because of the lack of residential land and the slowness in developing 

Weddell. 

Noonamah –2000 0.4 ha blocks—

up to 8000 people  

Berry Springs –1230 0.4 ha blocks— 1360 blocks 

less than 1000sqm  up to 10,000 people 

Noonamah 



      Berry Springs is also a big surprise. There is very little infrastructure there but the Government is proposing 1230 0.4 

ha blocks and 1360 blocks under 1000sq m. This would mean an increase in population approaching 10,000 people a 

huge change to the area. 

Obviously some people will have a different point of view, that’s okay. I would like to retain our rural lifestyle and I realise 

that our children would like to also live here. But let’s give them a chance to at least buy a rural block (1ha) where you 

can keep a horse, enjoy some bush, enjoy the birds and have space between your neighbours. 0.4ha is an urban block 

and won’t sell any cheaper than 1ha. Little blocks in the rural area doesn’t make them rural or cheaper.   

    I am hoping to put an alternative plan to the Government but in the meantime, please sign the petition or write to the 

Government with your thoughts. Don’t leave it until it’s too late. If the Government thinks no one is interested over 7000 

little blocks will be given the nod and our rural lifestyle will be changed forever. 

A dictionary definition of a village is ‘a small assemblage of houses in a country area’. 

Someone’s in the Government is using a different dictionary. 



 

Alternative 

 Rural Village 

Plans 

Litchfield 

trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home trees 

birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home horses  

 trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home trees 

birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home horses 

trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home trees

birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home horses 

smells 

 

Rural Centre 

Plans 

Litchfield 

(Alternative plans to the 

Government’s Draft Rural 

These Rural Centre plans have been prepared by the Member for Nelson, 

Gerry Wood in collaboration with the Member for Goyder, Kezia Purick. 

 

Alternative 

 Rural Village 

Plans 

Litchfield 

trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home trees 

birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home horses  

 

trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home trees 

birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

vegetables family privacy freedom possums bikes lagoons room home horses  

trees birds space lifestyle fresh air horses chickens goats dogs flowers fruit 

 

 

Rural Centre  

Plans

(Alternative plans to the 

These Rural Centre Plans have been prepared by the Member for Nelson, 



 Introduction 

These concept plans has been developed as a positive and practical alternative to the 

recent release by the NT Government of a document titled the Rural Villages Discussion 

Paper. 

 

The main difference between these alternative plans and the Government’s plans are listed 

below. 

 

  the rural lifestyle is shown as a legitimate lifestyle as opposed to living in the 

suburbs of Darwin, Palmerston or the future city of Weddell. 

 

 rural living is protected . 

 

 a rural centre is a small community centre serving the rural area not a suburb . 

 

  each rural centre has a clear boundary separating rural development from urban 

development. 

 

  small block development is only permitted within a rural centre. 

 

 a new zone is to be created called Large Urban LU (0.4ha or 1 acre) and only 

permitted within rural centres. 

 

  the minimum rural lot size in Litchfield remains as 1 hectare or 2.5 acres  (Rural 

Residential RR) and not 0.4 hectare or 1 acre as proposed by the Government. 

 

 where lot sizes are small outside of rural centres such as on  Fellows Road, Stow 

Road, or parts of Whitewood Park, Howard Springs they are not used as a 

precedence but recognised as an exception rather than the rule.   

 

 these rural centre plans are based on a principle of good planning rather than  

vested interests . 



The plans show each rural centre clearly delineated by a red boundary 

line. Urban, community purposes, industrial, commercial zones are found 

within the rural centres. Land outside rural centres is zoned Rural 

Residential RR (1 hectare), Rural Living RL (2 hectare) or Rural (8 hectare). 

Indications of the type and siting of services and infrastructure such as 

aged care and child care would be part of the more detailed response. 

Approximate number of lots for Urban, Large Urban LU (0.4 hectare or 1 

acre) and additional Rural Residential RR (1 hectare or 1 acre) lots are 

shown on each plan. The number of blocks for urban has been calculated 

on a minimum lot size of 800sqm. The number of blocks especially in 

Noonamah and Berry Springs rural centres is high but could be adjusted 

by changing the ratio of urban and large urban blocks.  

Comment is welcome from rural residents but the basic philosophy as 

outlined in this document is the central focus of these plans. In simple 

terms, this plan says 0.4 hectare or 1 acre blocks are not rural they are 

urban and should be developed 

within rural 

centres. 

Choice of lot 

sizes will be 

Minimum rural lot 

size—1hectare or 

2.5 acres . 

Large urban lot size - 

0.4 hectare or 1 acre 

within rural centres only. 



Coolalinga and Freds Pass 

Rural Centres 

Coolalinga and Freds Pass are really two distinct 

rural centres. Freds Pass was planned by the 

Government and Coolalinga evolved through 

private development. 

Coolalinga is growing at a fast rate and with the 

possibility of a new shopping centre and some 

urban residential development, it will only 

continue to grow. 

But it still needs to be developed within the 

concept of a rural centre and the Government’s 

plans certainly go too far, encroaching on 

existing rural lots. 

These alternative plans allow for some 

expansion of urban development but restricting 

the growth to land close to the commercial 

development, buffering areas close to rural lots 

(eg All Earth Industry land on Henning Road) and 

allowing only rural blocks near sensitive areas 

especially those near the head waters of 

Brooking Creek. 

Proposed residential subdivision site 

Service Station and Caravan Park 

Proposed Shopping Centre, north side 

All Earth Industries, Henning Road 

Coolalinga, Woolworths 

Coolalinga, Stavri shops 

Coolalinga  Stuart Highway landscaping Coolalinga shops 



Freds Pass Rural Centre has not actively been developed 

except as a mainly educational and sporting precinct. It is 

also the centre for Litchfield Local Government located 

on Bees Creek Road. 

The reason for the lack of interest by Government in the 

Freds Pass Rural Centre is probably due to its close 

proximity to Coolalinga. The Government plans intend to 

extend this rural centre to permit land at Defence 

Establishment Howard Springs South (Defence land) and 

neighbouring land on the Stuart Highway to be 

subdivided into 0.4 hectare or 1 acre blocks. This is far 

beyond a reasonable expectation of the concept of a 

rural centre and is not supported in this alternative plan.  

The alternative plan shows a distinct boundary around 

the rural centre allowing for a range of urban 

development within that boundary. It also includes the 

land managed by the St Vincent de Paul on Bees Creek 

Road. 

Defence Establishment, Howard Springs South land and 

the neighbouring land should be zoned Rural Residential 

RR (1hectare or 2.5 hectare) with restrictions on clearing. 

This would retain the area as rural and protect remnant 

vegetation especially on the Defence land.  

There is a small area to the south of the Freds Pass Rural 

Centre which the Government has proposed for urban 

development but the alternative plans retain this as Rural 

Residential land RR (1 

hectare or 2.5 acre) 

because of the proximity to 

existing rural land and 

because it is outside the 

rural  centre. 
Defence Establishment Howard Springs South , (McMinns Lagoon) Freds Pass Show 

Cricket, Freds Pass Reserve 

Equestrian, Freds Pass Reserve 

Sattler Christian School, Freds Pass 

Bees Creek Primary School, Freds Pass 

Bees Creek Road, Freds Pass 

Litchfield ‘Shire’ Council 
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If you support the concept of the alternative rural village plans then 

please cut out this page and send it by post, fax or email to the Minister 

and tell him the rural lifestyle is important to you. 

fax 89014110 

Email gerry.mccarthy@nt.gov.au 

Minister Gerry McCarthy 

Minster for Lands and Planning 

Parliament House 

GPO 3146  

Darwin 0801 NT 

Dear Minister 

I/WE do not support the Government’s Proposed Rural Village Plans 

and we do not support the subdivision of the rural area into urban 

sized blocks. 

Action Plan 



This plan 

is about 

keeping 

 the rural, 

rural. 















Response to Proposed Howard Springs    

Activity Centre 2017—G.Wood 



Response to Proposed Coolalinga Activity 

Centre 2017—G.Wood 



General comments 

One of the matters that is concerning is how planners are moving away from the concept of discrete rural villages and 

district centres to so called activity centres as in the case of  Coolalinga now planned to be 7 kilometre long—that is rib-

bon development. The previous planning commission planned for Humpty Doo Activity Centre to be something similar—

6.2 kilometres along the Arnhem Highway. Even the phrase activity centre is a phrase introduced by planners. The term is 

not something the average punter would use to describe where they live but planners insist on the name.  

The Coolalinga Activity Centre should be restricted to the Coolalinga area and regarded as mainly a commercial and urban 

residential area with a 4000sqm and 1 ha blocks on the edge. Freds Pass Activity Centre should  be centred on education, 

recreation, local government, heritage, tourism and some limited rural residential development including retirement facil-

ities. The two areas should be separate and retain their identity. Land to the north of the old rail corridor should be re-

tained as normal rural development and not be part of any activity centre.  

The evolution of plans are shown in this submissions and much as we need to look ahead the development proposed is 

more like a longitudinal suburb creeping along by default or by design. The concept of activity centres is not a substitute 

for avoiding action around Weddell. 

The comments I have made hopefully will be seen as supporting development but at the same time recognising that activ-

ity centres are not meant to be suburbs but villages or district centres with a range of land uses including commercial and 

residential development serving the rural area. Therefore they should have growth limitations and if more development is 

needed in the future either move development to Humpty Doo or Berry Springs District Centres or build new centres else-

where. 

Two other matters that concern me in relation to this present plan is the removal in the discussion paper of the proposed 

arterial road from the Holtze Hospital through the Inpex Village , around Howard Springs shops and onto Coolalinga. Has it 

been scrapped—I hope so—has it been hidden—I presume so, but it should be part of this plan and should be included in 

the document for discussion. It could affect businesses in Howard Springs and it could seriously affect traffic numbers and 

local rural amenity if it goes ahead as planned. 

The second matter is that the latest plans have removed the inside activity centre boundary as seen in the Sub Regional 

Plan 2016.   Why has the transition zone been removed from the new plans?  

Specific comments are included on the maps as part of this submission. 



• Precinct One is north of the Stuart Highway, extending from Stow Road down to Girraween Road and 

includes the existing urban development, Coolalinga Central and the North Australian Railway Corridor 

(NAR);  

Northern portion of this Section 3254 is suit-

able for one or two hectare subdivision—

map does not accurately reflect  this. 

Smyth Road extension should follow high 

ground and not extend across wet area. 

This would allow Section 3254 to be sub-

divided and avoid the wetland. 

Edelston Road extension  - this land 

should remain rural with the rail corridor 

remaining as the boundary between the 

activity centre and rural zones 

This area should remain outside of the activity centre 

and be zoned RR (restricted) to protect  the vegeta-

tion, and zoned conservation and heritage to recog-

nise the environmental values and WWII sites 

This land was an optional site for a swim-

ming pool. The land should be zoned for 

community purposes as there is no other 

Crown land in the area 

Wetlands need to managed especially as 

this area is the headwaters of a branch of 

the Howard River. Weed control needs to 

be enforced by Government—urgent 

PRECINCT 1 – COOLALINGA NORTH  

The old NAR corridor is the precinct ‘backbone’ that connects open space and residential land uses. As well as carrying trunk 

services, the corridor provides for active recreation and will soon accommodate an extension of the bicycle path from the city. 

Land uses shown north of the old railway respond to seasonal waterlogging that affects much of the area.  Supported— 

meaning that the old NAR corridor should remain as the boundary of the activity centre as was always envisaged when Coolal-

inga District Centre was first established.  The local road network will redirect through traffic from Edelsten Road and accom-

modate an extension of Smyth Road from Howard Springs to the Coolalinga bus interchange. Smyth Road should follow high 

ground along Section 3254 to avoid crossing wetlands and whilst it is inevitable that it connect with Coolalinga it should be a 

local connection and not designed to be a arterial road from the Holtze Hospital. Land at the end of Edelston Road should 

remain as rural and not developed as if it is in the activity centre. Crown land along the way could support residential land 

uses close to Coolalinga Central. There is very little crown land along the way! The drainage areas either side of the old railway 

are important for stormwater management and natural amenity of the lagoon will offer passive recreation, providing mosqui-

to breeding can be managed. The wetlands need to be managed. The small wetland to the south of the rail corridor is inun-

dated with hymenachne and mimosa and no one takes responsibility for its control.  Land suitability assessment of the wood-

land to the west will determine the balance between residential and passive recreation land uses. Supported—but this land 

should not be in the activity centre. If the land is to be subdivided it should be blocks no smaller than 1 Hectare with re-

strictions on clearing. If zoned for 4000sqm blocks most of the native vegetation will disappear. As well there are existing 2ha 

blocks adjacent to this land and 4000sqm blocks do not fit into the transition zone as shown in the activity centre document.  



Northern portion of this Section 3254 is 

suitable for one or two hectare subdivi-

sion— the activity map does not accu-

rately reflect  this. 

Smyth Road 

Photo of possible alternative route for Smyth Road to Coolalinga as mentioned on previous page 



• Precinct Two is south of the Stuart Highway, extending from Virginia Road through to the intersection of Henning Road and the

Stuart Highway, and includes the Virginia local centre, Coolalinga caravan park, the Woolworths development, and the northern

part of Wells Creek Road;

Extension of Henning Road is supported as it will allow access to 

shopping centre without the need to cross the Stuart Highway. Com-

mercial development on both sides of a very busy Virginia Road is not 

supported especially so close to two intersections 

Development in the Wells Creek area 

should remain outside of activity centre 

with option of 1 hectare subdivisions only. 

Wells creek road is a 20 metre wide road 

with concrete drains. Increasing the  

traffic on this road would require a major 

upgrade, and land acquisition and an envi-

ronmental study to look at downstream 

effects on wells creek and landowners. 

This block seems out of 

place for commercial activity 

Plan does not show interconnectivity 

between both sides of the highway 

No buffer shown between rural residential 

and rural—buffer should be 1ha 

PRECINCT 2 – COOLALINGA SOUTH 

A feature of this precinct is large land parcels along Henning Road with re-development potential. The opportunity to establish 

residential land uses close to the existing commercial facilities is proposed, as is the provision of a rural residential buffer to 

protect the existing amenity of established rural properties. Would query the use of the description of large land parcels along 

Henning Road—they are 2ha rural blocks. There is no indication of a 1ha rural buffer as prescribed in the document. Work-

shops with the community have brought forward ideas to establish a heritage and community ‘hub’ next to the Stuart High-

way, which will also provide a focus for adjacent residential and commercial land uses. No explanation what a heritage hub 

would be bearing in mind that Sattler airstrip is in the Freds Pass District Centre, Strauss  airstrip is at Noonamah, and the 16 

Mile WWII site is further towards Darwin. The only WWII sites are on the other side of the highway and that may be a better 

site for a hub whatever that means. The extension of Henning Road to Virginia Road and future options to link Henning Road 

via Wells Creek Road to Freds Pass Recreation Reserve will connect the commercial and residential land uses of ‘Coolalinga 

South’ to the regional recreation, civic and education facilities of Freds Pass. Supported except the connection to Freds Pass 

cannot go through Freds Pass Reserve as the facilities there should not be accessible to the public via a public road only by an 

internal road which can be closed off. The present road upgrade to Freds Pass should remain an internal road and if the Gov-

ernment supports a public road then they would need to buy the land from PAWA. As part of Stage Two consultation, options 

for connecting the local road network between Precinct 2 and Precinct 3 (Freds Pass) will be explored further with the commu-

nity. Taking a long time and should have been finalised by now especially with the ongoing growth of Coolalinga Central. 



• Precinct Three continues south from the Henning Road/Girraween Road intersection with the Stuart Highway, and includes the

Power and Water Corporation’s 19 Mile McMinn’s Pumping Station, Freds Pass Recreation Reserve, Litchfield Council Administra-

tive Centre, various education facilities, and conservation-zoned Crown land on the northern side of the Stuart Highway;

These roads should not be part of the Freds Pass Reserve as 

roads servicing Freds Pass  Reserve should be able to be 

closed at night to control or prevent access to the facilities. 

Reserve money should not be used for their construction.  

The Activity Centre boundary should follow 

the old rail corridor 

Access to the Highway would be better from 

Lowther Road onto existing service road. Herit-

age site would make more sense where ex-

isting entrance and exit exists further south. 

PRECINCT 3 – FREDS PASS 

Precinct 3 seeks to develop a greater sense of place by recognising the heritage associated with the Sattler WWII airstrip. Sup-

ported—should be part of a Heritage Park incorporating Strauss, Livingstone and Hughes. Existing access for heritage infor-

mation should be down at Lowther Road using existing infrastructure—exit and entrance already existing. Tourist commercial 

and community (primarily educational) uses are structured around local roads and pedestrian linkages that celebrate this herit-

age. A controlled intersection with the Stuart Highway is also proposed as a longer term ‘primary’ access point to this precinct. 

Perhaps tourism and heritage precinct should be in Stage 4 with use of existing Stuart Highway access from the service road. 

The regional recreation facilities of Freds Pass Recreation Reserve will be retained with some opportunity for expansion and 

local road linkages to Virginia and Coolalinga. Local road linkages should be physically separated from Freds Pass to avoid un-



Vision Statement 

PRECINCT 4 – BEES CREEK ROAD RURAL RESIDENTIAL AREA 

This precinct is proposed as a rural residential area next to the recreation, civic and educational land uses of Freds Pass, and 

within a short drive of Coolalinga. Supported—except land to the east of Bees Creek Road should be retained as community 

purpose and tourism and Berno’s land should be developed as RR 1ha minimum in keeping with similar subdivisions nearby. 

Opportunities to better connect the local road network are identified along with buffers to minimise impacts of the highway on 

residential amenity. Roads must be separate from Fred Pass Reserve otherwise there will be lack of control over access to rec-

reational facilities. In the longer term, signalised access to the Stuart Highway is proposed. Not sure.               An alternate pri-

vate proposal for the land east of the highway includes a golf course, service station and tourist accommodation. Land to the 

east of the highway should not be part of the Activity Centre. It should be developed as RR (1 Ha with restricted clearing) simi-

lar to the nearby Sattler subdivision and the Grange. The idea of a golf course, caravan park and shop is a repeat of an old ap-

plication many years ago by the same land owner. The applicant was asked to build the golf course first, the caravan park sec-

• Precinct Four extends south from Freds Pass Recreation Reserve to Lowther Road, and across the highway to two large par-

cels of privately owned land that have not yet been developed.

This land should be retained as community 

or tourism land. The WWII heritage site 

would be better located here. 

This land should not be in the Activity Cen-

tre. It is not connected to the Activity Centre 

and the old rail corridor should be the 

boundary. The land should be zoned RR 

(1Ha) with clearing restrictions not the urban 

version of RR which would mean much of the 

existing native vegetation would be de-

stroyed. 

Move boundary of activity centre to here . 

Provide a 1 ha buffer to 2ha blocks 

WWII sites should be investigated before any 

development 



PRECINCT 4 – BEES CREEK ROAD RURAL RESIDENTIAL AREA 

This precinct is proposed as a rural residential area next to the recreation, civic and educational land uses of Freds Pass, and 

within a short drive of Coolalinga. Supported—except land to the east of Bees Creek Road should be retained as community 

purpose and tourism and Berno’s land should be developed as RR 1ha minimum in keeping with similar subdivisions nearby. 

Opportunities to better connect the local road network are identified along with buffers to minimise impacts of the highway on 

residential amenity. Roads must be separate from Fred Pass Reserve otherwise there will be lack of control over access to rec-

reational facilities. In the longer term, signalised access to the Stuart Highway is proposed. Not sure.               An alternate pri-

vate proposal for the land east of the highway includes a golf course, service station and tourist accommodation. Land to the 

east of the highway should not be part of the Activity Centre. It should be developed as RR (1 Ha with restricted clearing) simi-

lar to the nearby Sattler subdivision and the Grange. The idea of a golf course, caravan park and shop is a repeat of an old ap-

plication many years ago by the same land owner. The applicant was asked to build the golf course first, the caravan park sec-

• Precinct Four extends south from Freds Pass Recreation Reserve to Lowther Road, and across the highway to two large par-

cels of privately owned land that have not yet been developed.

This land should be retained as community 

or tourism land. The WWII heritage site 

would be better located here. 

This land should not be in the Activity Cen-

tre. It is not connected to the Activity Centre 

and the old rail corridor should be the 

boundary. The land should be zoned RR 

(1Ha) with clearing restrictions not the urban 

version of RR which would mean much of the 

existing native vegetation would be de-

stroyed. 

Move boundary of activity centre to here . 

Provide a 1 ha buffer to 2ha blocks 

WWII sites should be investigated before any 

development 



2001  plan 



Good evening 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Area Plan – it has been 

quite a process to ensure my comments are provided when the email address provided on the 

proposal appears to be invalid (planning.dipl@nt.gov.au) I expect that many residents would have 

given up trying to manoeuvre the online process – it shouldn’t be so difficult to provide comment. 

Whilst the Explanatory Document states that the Area Plan and planning principles have responded 

to all key issues raised during community engagement, I have been advised by many residents of 

Nelson that this isn’t correct and they have been raising the same concerns about urbanisation, 

increased areas of high waterlogging and effects on existing amenity for many years.    

Overwhelmingly, the feedback from existing residents about the Area Plan is we need to have nil 

impacts on our established rural amenity ie the wants of developers should never outweigh the 

rights and needs of existing property owners who have structured their blocks and lifestyle on a 2 

hectare block.  I will be pursuing this should I be elected to serve the Nelson electorate on 22 August 

2020. 

Some specific concerns are as follows: 

• Given that the proposed boundary of the Rural Activity Centre incorporates moderate and

severe levels of soil waterlogging (page 4 of Area Plan ), this needs to be amended to provide

certainty that there will not be development in these areas.

• The proposal to include future extensions of Stow Road and Smyth Road to Coolalinga is not

supported, as this will be detrimental to the existing amenity for residents (page 5 of Area Plan

and pages 7 and 22 of the Land Capability and Needs Assessment) – what research has been

undertaken into the ‘effects’ if this were to proceed?

• The proposed 1 hectare transitional area outside the Rural Activity Centre is too extensive and

will impact on the amenity of existing block owners (page 20 of the Land Capability and Needs

Assessment).

• The proposed local road extension from what appears to be Edelsten Road to link with

Coolalinga Central (page 22 of the Land Capability and Needs Assessment) is not supported by

residents due to detrimental effects to their existing amenity.  There is an alternative dirt track

between the Stuart Highway and Edelsten Road which could be explored for this.

• There is an urgent need for a safe corridor for children to walk/ride from the Woolworths

Shopping Complex to Freds Pass, as it is currently a significant safety concern (Focus Area B).

I look forward to further consultation once all submissions have been received. 

Regards 

Beverley Ratahi 

Independent Candidate for Nelson 

Attachment B9

mailto:planning.dipl@nt.gov.au


From: FREDERIKA SALTMARSH <trikki_rikki@bigpond.com>
Sent: 21 August 2020 15:53
To: chris.humphries@nt.gov.au <chris.humphries@nt.gov.au>
Cc: Christine Simpson <Christine.Simpson@litchfield.nt.gov.au>
Subject: coolalinga and freds pass activity centre

Hi Chris
I just wanted to quickly submit a few comments on this proposed activity centre
I realise its over date but was told you would still review comments

1.This plant states it will protect the rural area but it seems to do the opposite

2. A block 1 km from Cool Shop Centre can subdivide but I cannot, even though I don't
want to at present
3. I don't believe that making Smyth Rd straight through is a good idea as it defeats the
point of keeping the rural area rural
4. Behind Tobin Rd there is a large block which I presume you are referring to when using
the word mitigation, mind you it was hard to read the find print, there is no mosquito
problem here at all and to get rid of this water which is used by wildlife is unnecessary,
there are natural small sub branches of the Howard river around here which should not be
disturbed

Kind regards

Rikki Saltmarsh
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From: Secretariat DTSC
To: Planning NTG
Cc: Chris Humphries; NTPlanning Commission; Secretariat DTSC; Andrew Hopper; Keryl Cottier
Subject: Department of Tourism, Sport and Culture comments - Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area

Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass
Date: Tuesday, 4 August 2020 2:15:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Good afternoon

Thank you for giving the Department of Tourism, Sport and Culture (Department) the

opportunity to provide comments towards the Area Plan for Coolalinga / Freds Pass

Rural Activity Centre into Part 8 of the NT Planning Scheme (PA2020/0119).

The Department recognises and supports the requirement for commercial tourism

accommodation in the Coolalinga / Freds Pass area at some stage, to support business

travel, visiting friends and relatives and travellers for specific events, including sporting

events at Freds Pass Reserve. Additional population growth, further regional economic

development and a year round program of events will be important factors in the viability

of any commercial venture. Attracting investment into new commercial tourism

accommodation will be challenging until the tourism industry fully recovers from COVID-

19, which may take up to five years.

The area plan acknowledges the importance of the Freds Pass Reserve as a multi-user

sporting facility. The Department could add its voice to support this statement and that

it’s imperative the area plan continues to support the growth and development of the

reserve through a strategic approach that aligns with the reserves masterplan.

Kind regards

Karina Pople

Senior Ministerial Liaison Officer 

Department of Tourism, Sport and Culture

Northern Territory Government

Level 8, The Mall

Charles Darwin Centre

PO Box 1155 Darwin  NT  0801

t. +61 8 8946 5162

www.dtsc.nt.gov.au

Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT Government business purposes may

constitute misconduct under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could potentially be an offence under the NT

Criminal Code.  If you are not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or any attachments

is unauthorised.  If you have received this document in error, please advise the sender.  No representation is given that

attached files are free from viruses or other defects. Scanning for viruses is recommended.
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From: NTPlanning Commission <NTPlanning.Commission@nt.gov.au> 
Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2020 9:57 AM
Subject: TRM: DTC2019/0312-0004 - Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan
Coolalinga/Freds Pass
 
Dear Stakeholder
 
The NT Planning Commission is pleased to advise that the Minister for Infrastructure Planning
and Logistics has placed the Area Plan for the Coolalinga / Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre on
statutory exhibition as a proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme. The Area Plan will be on

exhibition for four weeks, closing on Friday 7th August.
 
We thank you for your contribution in preparing the draft Area Plan for Coolalinga/Freds Pass.
The ensuing long delay until this statutory exhibition stage has been necessary to allow the
Department of Infrastructure Planning and Logistics to finalise the Stuart Highway arterial traffic
strategy for Coolalinga to the satisfaction of the directly affected land owners.
The exhibition package is available at
https://www.ntlis.nt.gov.au/planning/lta.dar.list#amendments.
 
Your comments or submissions are encouraged by 7 August 2020.  Submissions made by email
to planning.ntg@nt.gov.au or by mail to GPO Box 1680, Darwin NT 0801.
 
Please contact Chris Humphries on telephone 8924 7513 or email chris.humphries@nt.gov.au if
you wish to discuss this matter.  
Kind regards
 
Stacey Kelly  I  Senior Project Officer I on behalf of:
Northern Territory Planning Commission
p... (08) 8924 7540 I f… (08) 8924 7044 
e… stacey.kelly@nt.gov.au I ntpc@nt.gov.au I http://www.planningcommission.nt.gov.au
 

P Please consider the environment before printing this email.
The information in this email is intended solely for the addressee named. It may contain legally privileged or confidential
information that is subject to copyright. Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT
Government business purposes may constitute misconduct under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could
potentially be an offence under the NT Criminal Code. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose,
copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error, please delete the email and notify the
sender. No representation is made that this email is free of viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the
responsibility of the recipient.
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From: Natalie Merida on behalf of Secretariat AAPA
To: NTPlanning Commission
Cc: Secretariat AAPA; Ashlee Pope
Subject: AAPA response - Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass
Date: Friday, 7 August 2020 1:48:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Stacey

Thank you for the opportunity to review the updated plan.

After reviewing the updated plan and past AAPA comments, please consider including the
following content under the section 'Regional Culture and Heritage', page 14.

The Aboriginal Areas Protection Authority (AAPA) has advised that there are sacred sites in
and around the area. Under the Northern Territory Aboriginal Sacred Sites Act 1989,the
AAPA seeks to strike a balance between the protection of sacred sites and development in
the NT.  Developers proposing to carry out works in this area can apply to the AAPA for an
Authority Certificate to cover their proposed activities as part of good risk management. An
Authority Certificate provides certainty for developers and custodians. 

Regards
Natalie
Snr Exec Officer
Policy and Governance
AAPA

From: NTPlanning Commission <NTPlanning.Commission@nt.gov.au> 
Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2020 9:57 AM
Subject: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass

Dear Stakeholder

The NT Planning Commission is pleased to advise that the Minister for Infrastructure Planning
and Logistics has placed the Area Plan for the Coolalinga / Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre on
statutory exhibition as a proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme. The Area Plan will be on

exhibition for four weeks, closing on Friday 7th August.

We thank you for your contribution in preparing the draft Area Plan for Coolalinga/Freds Pass.
The ensuing long delay until this statutory exhibition stage has been necessary to allow the
Department of Infrastructure Planning and Logistics to finalise the Stuart Highway arterial traffic
strategy for Coolalinga to the satisfaction of the directly affected land owners.
The exhibition package is available at
https://www.ntlis.nt.gov.au/planning/lta.dar.list#amendments.

Your comments or submissions are encouraged by 7 August 2020.  Submissions made by email
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to planning.ntg@nt.gov.au or by mail to GPO Box 1680, Darwin NT 0801.
 
Please contact Chris Humphries on telephone 8924 7513 or email chris.humphries@nt.gov.au if
you wish to discuss this matter.  
Kind regards
 
Stacey Kelly  I  Senior Project Officer I on behalf of:
Northern Territory Planning Commission
p... (08) 8924 7540 I f… (08) 8924 7044 
e… stacey.kelly@nt.gov.au I ntpc@nt.gov.au I http://www.planningcommission.nt.gov.au
 

P Please consider the environment before printing this email.
The information in this email is intended solely for the addressee named. It may contain legally privileged or confidential
information that is subject to copyright. Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT
Government business purposes may constitute misconduct under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could
potentially be an offence under the NT Criminal Code. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose,
copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error, please delete the email and notify the
sender. No representation is made that this email is free of viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the
responsibility of the recipient.
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From: Stacey Kelly

Sent: Friday, 14 August 2020 9:31 AM

To: Breanna Lusty

Subject: FW: NTPFES Response: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan 

Coolalinga/Freds Pass

Thanks… 

From: Secretariat PFES <Secretariat.PFES@pfes.nt.gov.au>  

Sent: Thursday, 13 August 2020 8:56 AM 

To: NTPlanning Commission <NTPlanning.Commission@nt.gov.au> 

Cc: Secretariat PFES <Secretariat.PFES@pfes.nt.gov.au>; Leanne Lewis <Leanne.Lewis@pfes.nt.gov.au>; Katrina 

Hatzismalis <Katrina.Hatzismalis@pfes.nt.gov.au> 

Subject: NTPFES Response: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass 

Hi Stacey 

In response to your below email, with the proposed growth areas of commercial, sporting and recreational and 

residential allotments of varying size, the Northern Territory Fire and Rescue Service would be required to consider 

expanding response capacity (to include increase in fleet and personnel) based from the new Palmerston Fire Station to 

accommodate this expansion. 

Should you require anything further, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 

Thanks 

Nadia 

Nadia Batista I Senior Ministerial Liaison Officer

Secretariat

Office of the Commissioner of Police and CEO of Fire and Emergency Services 

Northern Territory Police, Fire and Emergency Services 
4th Floor NAB Building, 71 Smith St, Darwin 
 PO Box 39764, Winnellie NT 0821 
 (08) 8901 0237 I  nadia.batista@pfes.nt.gov.au 

This email message and any attached files may contain information that is confidential and subject of legal privilege intended only 
for use by the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for 
delivering the message to the intended recipient be advised that you have received this message in error and that any use, copying, 
circulation, forwarding, printing or publication of this message or attached files is strictly forbidden, as is the disclosure of the 
information contained therein. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete it from 
your Inbox. 
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From: NTPlanning Commission  

Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2020 9:57 AM 

Subject: TRM: Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan Update – Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass 

 

Dear Stakeholder 

 

The NT Planning Commission is pleased to advise that the Minister for Infrastructure Planning and Logistics has placed 

the Area Plan for the Coolalinga / Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre on statutory exhibition as a proposal to amend the NT 

Planning Scheme. The Area Plan will be on exhibition for four weeks, closing on Friday 7th August.  

 

We thank you for your contribution in preparing the draft Area Plan for Coolalinga/Freds Pass. The ensuing long delay 

until this statutory exhibition stage has been necessary to allow the Department of Infrastructure Planning and Logistics 

to finalise the Stuart Highway arterial traffic strategy for Coolalinga to the satisfaction of the directly affected land 

owners. 

The exhibition package is available at https://www.ntlis.nt.gov.au/planning/lta.dar.list#amendments. 

 

Your comments or submissions are encouraged by 7 August 2020. Submissions made by email to planning.ntg@nt.gov.au

or by mail to GPO Box 1680, Darwin NT 0801. 

 

Please contact Chris Humphries on telephone 8924 7513 or email chris.humphries@nt.gov.au if you wish to discuss this 

matter.  

Kind regards 

 

Stacey Kelly I Senior Project Officer I on behalf of: 

Northern Territory Planning Commission 

p... (08) 8924 7540 I f… (08) 8924 7044  

e… stacey.kelly@nt.gov.au I ntpc@nt.gov.au I http://www.planningcommission.nt.gov.au 
 

 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
The information in this email is intended solely for the addressee named. It may contain legally privileged or confidential information that is subject to 
copyright. Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT Government business purposes may constitute misconduct 
under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could potentially be an offence under the NT Criminal Code. If you are not the intended recipient you 
must not use, disclose, copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error, please delete the email and notify the sender. 
No representation is made that this email is free of viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the responsibility of the recipient. 
 

 



From: Peter Rogers
To: Stacey Kelly
Cc: Tracy Ward; Greer Ashby
Subject: DoH Public Health Directorate comment - Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 9:53:49 AM
Attachments: Attachment A - Exhibition Package.PDF

Attachment A2 - Land Capability & Needs Assessment reference document.PDF
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png

Hi Stacey

Thank you for providing an opportunity for DoH to provide public health comment on
‘Introduction of the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Area Plan (attachment A) and ‘Land Capability and
Needs Assessment for the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre Area Plan’ (Attachment
A2).

The DoH Public Health Directorate has no objection to the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Area Plan and
notes the section on Essential Infrastructure, i.e. 5. Provide reticulated services to the
Coolalinga/Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre. This section states ‘reticulated sewer and water are
required to support urban development and protect groundwater quality and capacity’. The
objectives provide further detail about the provision of utilities and trunk services, in particular
sewerage and stormwater management.

Unfortunately, with the history of ‘ad hoc’ commercial development over the last 20 years at
Coolalinga, the Area Plan’s objectives to provide urban utilities seem aspiration at the best.
These statements have been made in previous areas plans in the rural area and there appears to
limited tools for Government to uphold these objectives. For example, Coolalinga/Freds Pass is
located in building control area which only requires self-certification of on-site wastewater
management systems by installing plumbers who have little or no understanding of area plans or
planning requirements. Furthermore, Power and Water Corporation has rarely rolled out in-fill
sewerage to urban areas and they will not allow connection of existing on-site wastewater
management system (e.g. Gwelo development & Coolalinga Woolworths) to PWC sewerage.

Regards

Peter Rogers

Principal Policy Officer, Public Health Directorate

Public Health and Clinical Excellence Division

Department of Health

Northern Territory Government

Level 2B, Casuarina Plaza

258 Trower Road, Casuarina, NT

PO Box 40596, Casuarina, NT 0811

p. 08 8922 7476

m. 0427 604 712

E:  peter.rogers@nt.gov.au

www.health.nt.gov.au

Our Vision: Healthy Territorians engaged and living in Healthy Communities

Our Values: Commitment to Service | Ethical Practice | Respect | Accountability | Impartiality |

Diversity
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Department of Health is a Smoke Free Workplace

boundlesspossible.com.au

 

Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT Government business purposes may

constitute misconduct under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could potentially be an offence under the NT

Criminal Code. If you are not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure or copying of this message or any attachments

is unauthorised. If you have received this document in error, please advise the sender. No representation is given that

attached files are free from viruses or other defects. Scanning for viruses is recommended.

 

From: Stacey Kelly <Stacey.Kelly@nt.gov.au> 
Sent: Monday, 24 August 2020 11:08 AM
To: Peter Rogers <Peter.Rogers@nt.gov.au>
Subject: Area Plan Coolalinga/Freds Pass
 
Hi Peter
 
If you do have any comments please provide by Friday 28 August.
 
Thanks
Stacey Kelly

Senior Project Officer

Lands Planning 

Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics

 
Floor 1, Energy House, 18-20 Cavenagh Street, Darwin

GPO Box 1680, Darwin, NT 0801

 
t.     08 8924 7942

e.    stacey.kelly@nt.gov.au  

 

nt.gov.au
The information in this e-mail is intended solely for the addressee named. It may contain legally privileged or confidential

information that is subject to copyright. Use or transmittal of the information in this email other than for authorised NT

Government business purposes may constitute misconduct under the NT Public Sector Code of Conduct and could

potentially be an offence under the NT Criminal Code. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose

copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error, please delete the e-mail and notify the

sender. No representation is made that this e-mail is free of viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the

responsibility of the recipient.

 

https://www.facebook.com/NTGovHealth/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/nt-health/
mailto:stacey.kelly@nt.gov.au


21 August 2020 

Lands Planning 
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
GPO Box 1680 
Darwin NT 0801 

RE: Letter of Comment Planning Scheme Amendment Application 

PA2020/0119 
Introduction of the Coolalinga/Freds Pass Area Plan 

Thank you for the Planning Scheme Amendment Application referred to this office, concerning 
the above. This letter was endorsed at Litchfield Council’s 19 August 2020 Council Meeting.  

Comments  are  divided  into  sections  based  on  the  three  documents  presented  in  the 
application. The following issues are raised for consideration by the Authority:  

Council  supports  the  granting  of  a  Planning  Scheme  Amendment  with  the  following  and 
further recommendations: 

Coolalinga/Freds Pass Rural Activity Centre Area Plan 
Council can support the focus of urban development within the centre of the Rural Activity 
Centre,  adjacent  the  existing  commercial  uses  to  provide  a  walkable  catchment  to  those 
areas.  The noted limitations on lot sizes and height can be supported.   

Regarding the notation for sound attenuation measures and acoustic barriers for residential 
development  proposed  adjacent  the  Stuart  Highway  ‐  while  the  acceptable  outcomes  in 
proposed  Clause  4.5  should  include  vegetation  screening  to  enhance  visual  amenity,  it  is 
recommended  that  it  be  clearly  stated  that  vegetation  screening  alone  will  not  provide 
sound attenuation.   

Council can also support the strong focus in the plan on alternative transportation networks, 
including  the  provision  of  new  and  upgraded  pedestrian  and  cycling  facilities.    Council  is 
aware  of  concerns  with  pedestrian  connections  within  the  area,  particularly  around  the 
Stuart Highway; the plan addresses these concerns.  

For new road connections, Council will accept roads that are designed to Council Standards. 
For the Area Plan, in the discussion on the connections proposed to link Henning Road over 
to  Freds Pass,  Plan 6 of  the document  shows and  states  “Two possible options  for  future 
local road connections”; however,  in Object 10.1, acceptable outcomes note “one or more 
options  for a  local  road connection”.  It  is  recommended  that Plan 6 be updated  to  clarify 
that the two options drawn may not be the only acceptable options for providing the desired 
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connection.   This  is essential  to ensuring  that any  future Developer Contribution Plans are 
legally able to collect contributions on an alternative acceptable option not currently drawn 
on the plan. 
 
In reference to Council’s reserve at Freds Pass, Council notes the full name of the reserve is 
Freds Pass Sport and Recreation Reserve and requests minor changes  to  the Area Plan  to 
accurately reflect this title.  In addition, in reference to the acceptable outcomes point (iv) to 
Objective  11.1  for  the  Reserve  ,  Council  requests  a  change  to  this  point  in  relation  to 
upgraded and new facilities meeting national and international competition standards have 
a  minor  amendment  at  the  end  to  note  “as  required  to  service  the  needs  of  the  local 
community”.   There is concern that as currently worded, every new facility installed would 
be required to meet international competition standards, when that level of facility may not 
be expected or warranted to service the needs of the wider community, resulting  in costly 
construction and maintenance, as well as underutilised facilities.   
 
Litchfield Subregional Land Use Plan 
Council  can  support  the  proposed  amendments  to  the  LSLUP  to  incorporate  information 
adopted as part of the new Area Plan.  
 
Land Capability and Needs Assessment 
The information contained in this document addresses some of the background information 
gathered  and  analysed  for  the  development  of  the  Area  Plan.    For  clarity,  Council  the 
following two minor amendments are recommended.   

1. There  is a reference on page 13 to “the new hospital at Palmerston”; Council notes 
that the new Palmerston Regional Hospital is in Litchfield and recommends that this 
document  be  amended  to  accurately  reflect  the  hospital’s  location  in  our 
municipality.  

2. The overall Area Plan includes a pedestrian connection across the Stuart Highway in 
roughly the middle of the two commercial areas; however,  this  link  is missing  from 
Figure 12 that illustrates the Draft Cycle and Pedestrian Network.  

 
Finally, Figure 10 provides a clear illustration of the lots affected by the 250m as measured 
buffer for rural residential lots adjacent to the Area Plan area that could have a reduced lot 
size.    The  Area  Plan  could  benefit  from  this  inclusion  of  this mapping  to  clearly  illustrate 
what areas will be affected by this provision.  It  is acknowledged that  it may be difficult  to 
have an updated and accurate map of the areas affected by the 500m as travelled provision 
as new roads are constructed.  
 
If  you  require  any  further  discussion  in  relation  to  this  application,  please  contact  Litchfield 
Council’s Planning and Development division on 08 8983 0600 and you will be directed to the 
appropriate officer to address your query. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Wendy Smith 
Manager Planning and Regulatory Services 
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