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From: NTPlanning Commission
To: John-Paul MacDonagh; Stacey Kelly
Cc: Fletcher Willis
Subject: FW: Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan - proposed Planning Scheme Amendment
Date: Wednesday, 13 April 2022 8:07:12 AM
Attachments: image002.png

See submission below for uploading to ILIS & TRIM please

I have acknowledged receipt.

Regards

Karen

From: lekean@internode.on.net <lekean@internode.on.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, 12 April 2022 10:36 PM
To: NTPlanning Commission <NTPlanning.Commission@nt.gov.au>
Subject: Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan - proposed Planning Scheme
Amendment

Hello Planning Commission

Comments relating to Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan - proposed Planning
Scheme Amendment 2022.

Thank you for considering traffic management around Howard River Park and creating an
extension road to link Howard Springs Road to Glyde Point Arterial Road to route traffic from
Gunn Point Road. Please give further consideration on the impact of subdivision and bringing
more people to the area and associated issues related to increased traffic, on existing residents
rural lifestyle and right to peace and quiet.

Howard Springs North Investigation Area A - To reduce traffic noise and volume impact on
Howard River Park residents, route all traffic to and from Howard Springs pine forest (Howard
Springs North Investigation Area A) via Howard Springs Road. No traffic ingress or egress via
Gunn Point Road. Please plan Gunn Point Road for local traffic only to service Howard River Park
and south side Gunn Point Road residents. Factor internal throughfares through Howard Springs
North Investigation Area A  to service southern side Gunn Point Road to reduce that traffic use of
Gunn Point Road.

For accountability and transparency reasons, exclude Portions 2821, 2822 and Sec 4225 from
this LUP until further investigation is complete – for public to be involved in further planning
decisions. For noting: the map on pg 27 identifies Portions 2821, 2822 associated with Howard
Springs pine forest, yet text on pg 26 doesn’t mention portion 2822 – green highlight below. Is it
portion 2822 or 2811?
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This next comment is outside the project boundary, but mentioning it in case forward planning
can occur when designing Glyde Point Arterial Road, to not miss an opportunity before land is
locked up. There is only one way in and out of Howard River Park estate, which is via Bronzewing
Ave. For safety reasons, should an evacuation be needed (eg a wildfire), there is no second way
out. Consider a feeder road to exit Howard River Park onto Glyde Point Road.

I’m not against development, just done in a way that considers rural lifestyle and residents’ right
to peace and quiet as legitimate values. Ensure development occurs in a smarter and
environmentally appropriate way to make sure we can continue to enjoy the lifestyle we have in
the rural area. This proposal combined with developing Murrumujuk will create additional traffic
volume and vehicle noise nuisance for local residents. Please consider cumulative effects of
developments and establish traffic plans to route traffic off Gunn Point Road and avoid
increasing traffic noise issues for local residents.

I’m happy to discuss further if needed.

Kind Regards,
Louise Kean



Attachment B3 
Submission to PROPOSAL TO AMEND NT PLANNING SCHEME 

PA2022/0011 

It’s difficult to write a serious response to this amendment because 
as in my previous letter in relation to Greater Holtze the Government 
had already made up its mind to carve up the area into suburban 
blocks with no interest in developing this land into rural residential. 
Sadly that reflects two things. Firstly, the Government does not care 
about rural development as an alternative to urban development 
and secondly they are not interested in Weddell. It was interesting to 
note in Stage 2 of the consultation process it was mentioned that 
there were suggestions that the Holtze Kowandi area be shown as 
rural residential, with urban development restricted to areas 
surrounding the Palmerston Regional Hospital. Unsurprisingly that is 
not mentioned in the Amendment document or given any thought. 

So, with that said I will comment on some aspects of the Amendment 
Plan but noting that in no way does that mean I support the Greater 
Holtze part of the plan.  

• Some of the bush land around the hospital should be retained
for an aged care facility not just urban development.

• Wallaby Holtze and Taylor Road residents need a rural buffer
between them and the urban development.

• The King River and the surrounding wetlands need to be
removed from subdivisions. These areas need to be treated as
a complete entity and the idea of rural subdivisions being
allowed to include wet areas should not be permitted.

• Riverine flooding will only be an issue if development is too
close to a river – high water tables (water logging) easily
identified by vegetation types can be just as bigger issue and
those area should be retained within the riparian zones.

• Drainage of these areas should be discouraged and if drains are
required, they are built to environmental riparian designs not
straight lines or concrete as in Palmerston.



• The idea of moving Robbie Robbins Reserve and using some
land for equestrian purposes either in Greater Holtze or in the
forestry land should be first discussed with Top End equestrian
groups. Other considerations could be to expand the existing
equestrian activities on existing Don Dale land or provide more
land at Freds Pass.

• Urban development should have minimum lot sizes of 600 to
800 sq m area – no more subdivisions like Durack Heights.

• No considerations appears to have been given to aircraft noise
either from planes approaching Darwin airport or the
Robertson Barracks air wing facilities – reducing density of
development by subdividing lots to a rural size would alleviate
possible noise problems.

• There should be no suburban development around the new
Don Dale facility as shown on the maps. If allowed, it would
make the Government look silly as they did what the
Northcrest developer wanted which was to move the existing
Don Dale so it wouldn’t interfere with any proposed future
suburbs.

• Land around the new Don Dale facility should be 1 or 2ha rural
blocks with town water.

• Some of the forestry land near the corner of Stow Road and
Howard Springs Road could be used for rural development.

• There is no mention of extractive mining in the area.

• The extension of Linco Road should stop at Howard Springs
Road.

• The recreation facilities at the old Inpex Village should be
earmarked for community use no matter what the future is for
the facility.

• Smyth Road should not be extended through to Coolalinga, and
that extension should be removed from the existing plan. If
that road was to take traffic from the Hospital via Linco Road
the amenity of the rural area in that part of Howard Springs
would be destroyed.

• The Howard Springs Transfer station should not be relocated.



• The wetlands between Thorngate Road and the Holtze
industrial area should be recognised as wetlands with an
important role to play in the filtration of pollution from
Yarrawonga and Pinelands/Holtze industrial precincts.  It needs
to be managed – weed control – as an important safeguard to
restricting pollutant damage to Mickett Creek and King River.

• A third lane should be built on the outward section of the
Stuart Highway between McMillans Road and the Palmerston
turnoff. Peak hour traffic is always very congested through
there.

• Pinelands needs an exit onto Tiger Brennan to reduce heavy
traffic using the Stuart Highway.

• Agree that wetland at the south end of Tivendale Road should
be retained.

• I don’t support any need to change land uses in the Virginia
area. Leave it rural.

• I support a light rail connection between Weddell, Palmerston
and Darwin.

• I support the road from Palmerston to Weddell which has been
on the cards for years. Funnily enough there’s no Weddell to go
to!

• There should be an hourly bus connection between Coolalinga
and Palmerston.

And finally, (I’m worn out) I make the following comment from Stage 
one of consultation by a contributor who said ‘prioritise the 
development of Weddell as an alternative to development in the 
study area’. Couldn’t agree more. 

It has been said over the last couple of weeks that Middle Arm is to 
be developed as an industrial hub and with a new port facility 
planned. If that is the case then surely building Weddell, right next 
door, it makes sense, not Greater Holtze, on the other side of the 
highway and Palmerston. 



Gerry Wood 

30 Lacey Road 

Howard Springs. 



HOLTZE TO ELIZABETH RIVER SUBREGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 

FEEDBACK 

Stage 2 Consultation Report.    Greater Holtze Focus Area – P.8. 

Dot point states 

“Wallaby Holtze Road was identified by some community members and land owners as 
desirable to remain rural living for future generations”. 

Comment:  I may be wrong, however I confidently believe the above stated position is that a 
the majority of residents or submissions would have stated this position.  If this is in fact 
correct it should be reflected in the consultation report.  ‘Some community members’ 
diminishes the strong community concern and infers a bias by the report authors. 

Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 2022.   Greater Holtze Focus Are p23-27 

Fig 15 – Ongoing concern as per previous submission that there is no delineation and 
separate  zonings for urban/peri urban.  Ongoing concern that a definition of peri-urban has 
no correlation in the Planning Act. 

P24.  Acknowledgement that the Wallaby Holtze Rd locality requires further investigation in 
the far term. 

P24. Acknowledgment of the statement “It is important that development of areas in 
proximity to the Wallaby Holtze Rd locality carefully consider opportunities for the 
transition of land uses between new and existing areas.  The potential for a sensitive 
interface and transition of land uses to minimise potential conflicts and maintain rural 
amenity is recognised”. 
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I submit in relation to this comment though this can be achieved by retaining the land parcel 
between the southern boundary of the Wallaby Holtze Rd (southern) residents and the 
northern boundary of Gunn Point Road as Rural Living as it currently is zoned and it would 
pleasing to see a position such as this adopted 

Regards 

Rob Kendrick. 



From: Margaret Clinch
To: Planning NTG
Subject: Proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme PA2022/0011 to include the Holtze to Elizabeth River

SubRegional Land Use PLan.
Date: Friday, 15 April 2022 11:49:10 PM

15.4.2022

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

Proposal  to Amend the NT Planning Scheme to include ‘Holtze to Elizabeth River SubRegional Land
Use Plan

Dear Sir/Madam,

1. Submitters are  are advised that:

2. ‘Feedback from Stage Two will be considered by the Planning Commission
to finalise a draft SubRegional Land Use Plan.

The Commission will recommend that the Minister include it in the Planning Scheme.
There will be further opportunity to provide feedback.’

3. In providing a Stage 3  submission, I have attended a small group session with planners from the NT
Planning Commission

on the subject, and have referred to the following  informative government documents, in the main:

‘Document  A: Holtze to Elizabeth River: Strategic Corridors and Land Use Framework-
SubRegional Land Use Plan 2022’

‘Document B: Stage 2 Consultation Report: Holtze to Elizabeth River-SubRegional land
Use PLan 2022’

'Document C: Holtze to Elizabeth River: a SubRegional Land Use Plan 2020 Reference
Document-Land Capacity & Needs Assessment 

4. All these documents  totally lack a  proper authentic zoning map of approved land uses in the area.
It is essential to such a planning scheme amendment for all the public and planners to be immediately
aware
of the land zones with which they are dealing in decision making and future projections.

The amendment should not proceed before there are correct zonings on all land being considered.
FD (Future Development) is not a proper zoning where this matter is concerned, as it is too suggestive.

5. In most cases  analysis is naturally related to infrastructure solutions, capacity of  residential
development possible
and groupings of related functions,  because greater urgency is felt. also Focus areas are dealt with later.

6. This is not unusual, but it can lead to the consideration  of  public open spaces, community facilities,
and the role of
the environment in the future, being regarded as left overs, or being ignored.  Our  experience with
COVED-19 has  taught us that planning  open spaces, and preserving the natural environment  are

Attachment B5

mailto:margaret.clinch@bigpond.com
mailto:Planning.NTG@nt.gov.au


higher priorities.

7. In the  current proposal, public open spaces, community facilities, and the environment are almost
completely neglected
except for such already established areas in the north of the study area, and almost all are
no longer natural environments although they
may be popular with some.

8. Figure 6 -  Green Network  and Areas of environmental significance on page 17 of Document C,
with areas of
natural environment,  thus showing how this can be overcome by making use of  the natural
environments of parts of both
 Virginia South West and  Archer Mitchell West Focus areas. 

9. Instead of this,  Figure 5 - Draft SubRegional Land Use Structure PLan - Holtze to Elizabeth River of
Document A, shows
beautiful areas in these Focus two focus areas surrounded by Conservation Mangroves near the Mitchell
Creek mouth.
In this sad scenario, Archer Mitchell West is shown  as Peri-Urban, and  Virginia South West as Rural
Lifestyle.

The opportunity must not be lost of keeping both of these areas as natural environment. On the Virginia
South West side
there is  the Heritage Listed Virginia Township laid out by Goyder's men  when Darwin began.

An eleven page  submission has already been made to the NT Planning Commission by Ms Laurie Palfy
on this.  
The Mayor of Palmerston acted favourably  to a natural bushwalking approach enjoying the flora and
fauna.

There is also a proposal for a community  botanic garden.

Regards,

. Margaret Clinch
PO Box 1998,
Darwin, 0801
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Director Lands Planning 

Department of Infrastructure Planning and Logistics 

GPO Box 1680 Darwin NT 0801 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Re: Proposal to Amend NT Planning Scheme PA/2022/0011 

I submit the following submission in respect to the above proposal. 

If the object is to get the HERSLUP into the NTPS 2020 then it would be advisable to get the 
document into a more professional shape than it currently is.  It would also be advisable to 
follow NTPS 2020 criteria. The maps on both 2.0 and 3.0 do not align, current zoning on 
NTPS 2020 has not been followed and even the statements by the Chairman of the Planning 
Commission are not followed in the words of the document itself.   

And once again I am experiencing complex trauma as I again, within a short time frame, am 
repeating this exercise. Due basically at midnight of Good Friday! Seriously! 

The HERSLUP 3.0 should acknowledge existing owner occupier landowners in the 
community and who have had to follow the various NTPS 2020 rules throughout while the 
Planning Commission does not have to follow these rules in this subregional land use plan. It 
is noted that many of those existing owner occupiers’ blocks and road frontages are 
eliminated from the HERSLUP 3.0. So the question arises that if HERSLUP 3.0 is part of the 
rule book do I have to hire lawyers to prove that my block is a legally existing gazetted 
block.?  It is noted that Wallaby Holtze Blocks are exempt (page 24 of HERSLUP 3.0) but 
Taylor Road blocks are not!  Please explain. 

If the two-versions, 2.0 and 3.0, are to submitted by the Minister for inclusion in the NTPS 
2020 then her credibility and that of the governments potential 800 plus voters needs to be 
looked after also. The following is a short snapshot using the “Fig” in each version to indicate 
the unprofessional complications so far and why it should not be forwarded in its present 
format. 

First figure cites version 3.0 then noted after version 2.0 where it differs. 

Fig 1  Had cited Holtze as peri urban or urban including the existing owner occupier rural 
Taylor Road blocks (2307 and 2277) and which in my case has been in rural living/rural 
residential Taylor Road blocks gazetted prior to my purchase in 1973. 

NB  Peri urban and urban only exists in the minds of the Planning Commission and one 
document being the 2015 Darwin Regional Land Use Plan which has had 5 acre blocks on 
Dick Ward Drive, Macmillan’s Road and other suburbs. Such similar blocks existing on 
Wallaby Holtze and Taylor Road  are missing from this whole subregional plan and its 
existing rural blocks and lifestyle promoted in the Chairman’s statement are seriously 
omitted. 

Fig 2  No comment, no time 

Fig 3  Okay as indicted we belong to the Litchfield Shire after the earlier stuff up. 
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Fig 4  Blocks 2277 and 2037 exist on Taylor Road and are classified as RR.  This is 
probably because it’s a google earth map, however, they, both the blocks and the road, 
disappear later. it should be noted other roads come and go throughout this plan, and 2.0, for 
no apparent reason.  

NB  while what part of Gunn Point Road  this is about as Gunn Point Road does arise in 
HERSLUP so this is included. “Some $32.2 million in taxpayer funds has gone into the 
Northern Territory’s road to nowhere, the NT News reports. The NT Government poured 
money into upgrading Gunn Point Road to help boost Darwin’s $1.45 billion Project Sea 
Dragon — it was supposed to be the world’s largest prawn farm, but Seafarms admitted it 
was not really worth it anymore. NT bureaucrats who reportedly raised the alarm about the 
project getting funding so early would be feeling vindicated — NT pledged $56 million, the 
Commonwealth $63.45 million, and the WA Government $15 million before the prawn 
project stalled. At least the road looks good”. (My emphasis)  

NB  Use of Gunn Point Road in versions 2.0 and 3.0 do not exist in the rule book NTPS 2020 
maps etc. the same located road is identified as Glyde Point Road. The NTPS 2020 
terminology is used by Road Transport or Litchfield Council (in their Temple Terrace, past 
the Palmerston Hospital ) road signs, so they are obeying the rule book.  All refences to the 
road in the HERSLUP plans 2.0 and 3.0 is Gunn Point Road. We note in above cited NT 
News materials it is referred to as Gunn Point Road.  

NB  The road by one of the names goes past Palmerston Hospital. The Planning Commission 
needs to check the types of vehicles using this road to ensure they are not carrying explosive, 
inflammatory, e.g. gas materials and I presume they would not be allowed to do this. Refer 
rules for location of Royal Darwin Hospital. 

Fig 5 Both Wallaby Holtze and Taylor Roads are missing and the whole area seems to be 
reclassified as peri urban, including existing owner occupier blocks so potentially misleading 
and invalid.  

NB  3.0 is Ignoring NTPS 2020 rule on nature areas, waterways, fight paths etc mentioned 
later, NTPS 2020 in particular Zoning CN, RD, WM, FD, and T not to mention 
Infrastructure Zones.  

Fig 6  No roads are overlaid leading to misleading data.  Subsequent Figs indicate water 
bodies, and potential boggy land around and state about 80% of the land is so classified 
which can be legitimately labelled as misleading. Ignores HERSLUP 3.0 at iv definitions. 

Fig 7  Wallaby Holtze and Taylor Roads exists as do blocks 2277 and 2307 Taylor Road,  

NB drainage and water bodies exist where the Linco Road crosses Taylor Road to Madsen 
Road 

NB  There is an unidentified white block??? down from the hospital. There is nothing in the 
documentation as what this block is or its purpose, it’s  a new arrival and needs to be 
identified so we can comment, e.g. it is it a sewerage pond???  Similar at the top of most 
“figs” is a block unidentified at top of Kings Creek that still appears as a possible Youth 
Justice Centre which is now a fluffy area above Glyde Point Road? Please explain! 

https://click.mail.crikey.com.au/?qs=2a3af85dcfa0f09ba18f14d21796b0a80e59c738a08c0a6f5431fde960e59a8fbd486fc714c4515f83618a9d5cbe2d71f9f728ab2a38067850598bb66dcd2fb8
https://click.mail.crikey.com.au/?qs=2a3af85dcfa0f09b9885b1e63ee7aab11ac56beae57a2c90e96345ee5ac2400c1ed71dd6674b02552496bd61a0e8cc453cb1bcf6de30e2d410423dab448bb607
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NB  Also HERSLUP 2.0 (Fig) does not include Wallaby Holtze Road and Taylor Roads so 
another inconsistency and misleading. 

Fig 8  Wallaby Holtze Road exists but Taylor Road does not.  

NB  Neither of these two roads are in HERSLUP  2.0, another inconsistency 

NB  2.0 included wetlands and water bodies but 3.0 does not, one has to ask why not, it is 
pertinent information for a planner/potential owner. 

Fig 9   New map. Again Wallaby Holtze Road exists but Taylor Road and the owner 
occupied blocks do not, misleading and potentially invalid. 

NB  Again water issues are ignored. 

Fig 10   (Fig 9 in 2.0) Area of Wallaby Holtze Road and Taylor Roads does not exist they 
become part of ALL OTHER LANDS  c.f. with existing Health and other 
buildings/operations and does not include the indigenous village.  And only selected 
conservation/natural areas.  Thus existing owner occupied land is non-existent. 
Classification potentially invalid 

Fig 11   Wallaby Holtze Road exists but Taylor Road does not exist.  (Fig 10 in 2.0) 

Fig 12  (Fig 11 in 2.0) Wallaby Holtze exists Taylor Road and the owner occupied bocks do 
not. Wallaby Holtze Road blocks seem to be rural lifestyle (not RL) and Taylor Road owner 
occupied blocks classified RR seem to become peri urban (which does not exist in NTPS 
2020) both of these classifications do not take into account water wetlands etc thus the 
limitations are misleading and potentially invalid. 

Fig 13  (fig 12 in 2.0)  no comment, no time. 

Fig 14  (13 in 2.0)  Wallaby Holtze Road exists but not the owner occupiers, as further term 
investigation area another inconsistency which is misleading and Taylor Road and its owner 
occupiers do not exist though the open space and conservation  round 2307 does.   

NB  Open space exists where 2 roads are designated to cross Taylor Road including wet 
lands, more misleading information.  

NB  New Information 12/4/22 and new information in respect to comments i.e. the need for 
Gunn Point Road/Glyde Point Road under the NTPS 202O rule book. Refer Fig 4 comments 
above.  

Fig 15  (14 in 2.0) Wallaby Holtze and Taylor Roads exist. Owner occupied block 2307 has 
green space and owner-occupied block 2277 has peri urban on space next door which is a 
black soil bog area (refer your own definition at page iv of 3.0) and both blocks are under a 
flight path; refer later comments NTPS 2020 Zoning RD.  

NB  In particular the Defence Department comments at page 12 of Stage 2 Consultation 
report attachment 2 which included most of the comments above and below such as details of 
further land use, protecting Defence facilities from incompatible and encroaching 
development, issues with land zoned peri urban and urban on southern boundary, and needs 
for open space buffer along other boundaries or retain current rural land to protect from 
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encroachment to Defence facilities and activities.  Their concerns also included flight paths 
dealt with under zoning RD.  

The following NTPS 2020 zones and assessment tables have particular relevance to the 
above comments and future of the HERSLUP 2.0 and 3.0  

Wildlife corridors 

Both 2277 and 2307 have wallaby and kangaroo runs across nearby parts of Taylor Road and 
another run is near the Wallaby Holtze Road end of Taylor Road. Other wildlife have also set 
up around this area.  It is of concern that the two Taylor Road blocks have been designated 
RR in line with NTPS 2020 yet the classifications and categories of the Taylor Road and its 
owner occupiers have been either been “disappeared” or reclassified. (Refer page 9 of Stage 2 
Consultation report)   

Zone classifications that need to be catered to. 

It is assumed that the “peri urban and urban” classification falls under Township and 
therefore Zone T at 4.28.  The Zone Outcomes must apply and on the current HERSLUP 
they do not.  

NB Zone T and block 2277 and numbers 3, 6, and 7 in particular. 

NB  Also the fact the area which neighbours this block 2277, is black soil bog and any 
multistorey buildings will ultimately sink.   

NB  Also 4.26 Zone WM and Zone Outcomes, and 

NB  Kowandi North potential is also affected by WM, T, FD, and RD. 

NB   4.27 FD Future Development, all outcomes are not being adhered to, and 

NB  4.25 RD Restricted Development, as the two Taylor Road blocks are under a flight path 
and so under restricted development and all Zone RD outcomes apply. Confirmed by 
Department of Defence on page 9 Stage 2 Consultation Report.  

Heather Lear 

145/2307 Taylor Road Holtze  

Attached Previous submissions 

PESLUP stage 1  

HERSLUP Stage 2  

2016 response  
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Dr Ritchie  
Chairman  
NT Planning Commission 

Dear Dr Ritchie  

HESLUP Submission comments  

Prior to the comment on the HESLUP a couple of housekeeping matters. 

The continual repetitive requests/need to comment on these many Subregional plans has 
created trauma among the 800 or so residents/landowners.  This is more commonly addressed 
as complex trauma being the continual repetitive requests on the same subject since 2015 for 
these plans (and for me since the original 32 Square Mile acquisition in 1973), for comment 
caused us to repeatedly revisit the reaction of confrontation and fear that the initial “plan” 
will provide major disruptions and cancel retirement and family plans which was the reason 
for the location in the first place. This becomes a health and safety issue for many people.  

Secondly; the reaction of your staff who maned community comments posts needs rejigging. 
Due to the above-mentioned trauma we do not need to be ridiculed and gaslighted for our 
questions and needs when asking questions or giving comments.  I have the personal 
experience of being gaslighted by Mr Humphries who as part of this added that my son 
understood the designation of crown land for lot 4231. After checking with my son, I realised 
that with a science background he had gone silent after the person speaking with him was 
intransient/locked into one position or otherwise unable to discuss matters.  His silence was 
then taken as consent and used later to gaslight me, and prior to that probably used as assent 
for some part of the plan which he did not consent to??  I am offended by this and so is he.  I 
also witnessed another gentleman who was visibly upset by the planning process and 
planning staff there found him the cause of amusement.  No space for his trauma was offered. 

The above will not result in trust/legitimacy or confidence in the planning process. 

HESLUP Plan  

Overview: We had one month only to read and research implications of these plans being 
First draft comments HESLUP Strategic Corridors and Land Use Framework; Land 
Capability and Needs Assessment; and Stage 1 Consultation Report Proposed Subregional 
Land Use Plan. In addition, the Holtze Urban Planning Principles and Area Plan (HUPPAP) 
the only regional plan other than the Litchfield Subregional plan which are listed in the 
Northern Territory Planning Scheme 2020 (hereinafter referred to as NTPS 2020).  This 
document (NTPS 2020) is referred to by the NTG as the “rule book” for planning.  The 
Litchfield document is necessary to coordinate the frolic of Glyde Point and Gunn Point 
Roads in the HESLUP plans.  The Holtze Urban Plan is necessary as it is the only official 
plan for this area and details the ground rules for planning such as parameters and need for 
surveys in future plans in this area and is located within the NTPS 2020.   
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The purpose of the NT Planning Scheme 2020 is to:  

(a) further the Objectives of the Planning Act 1999;  

(b) establish the strategic planning framework to inform and guide all development in the 
Territory; 

 (c) establish controls to guide development; and  

(d) provide a clear framework for the assessment and determination of development 
applications. 

We submit that documents that prescribe the subregional planning process have been ignored 
or disregarded, despite their legitimisation in the NTPS 2020.  However, that these same 
documents are used by other mainstream government processes currently underway is 
apparent.  To wit the Glyde Point Road sign in Temple Terrace as per the map attached to the 
Holtze Urban Plan.  Another example the inconsistency of the rules is use of “Peri Urban” in 
current documents, but their original use was in the Darwin 2015 Plan, was not mentioned in 
Holtze Urban Plan (HUPPAP) and nowhere to be found in the NTPS 2020.  The excuse that 
peri urban is an “idea” does not cut it when looking at further planning which affects current 
residents and landowners nor a reason why it would not be in the NTPS 2020.   

The NTPS 2020 has incorporated the amendments no 436 (NTPS  2007 18/3/16) and 3 
(NTPS 2020 30/10/20) of the Holtze Urban Planning Principles and Area Plan (HUPPAP) 
into the NTPS 2020 and it articulates the rules for relationships to natural topography in 
relation to strategic infrastructure. It further articulates the management of further 
development for traffic and impact on the arterial road network will be by undertaking traffic 
studies within this area and articulates development constraints in relation to biting insects 
storm water issues etc. It is odd that some of these principles are in place like bike tracks and 
lately the topography green space alongside the two blocks on Taylor Road, following land 
contours, but “deliberately” ignores others.   

There is no word on the traffic surveys as the two proposed roads crossing Taylor Road 
within a short distance of about half a kilometre, then traversing two areas of swamp land, 
then cross Howards Springs Road and cause more traffic insanity to an already busy road. 
These traffic survey/s studies while part of the Holtze Urban Plan appear to be still 
“potential” rather than “actual” are not referenced in the HESLUP.   

In the PESLUP there was a detailed map of the Greater Holtze Focus Area with Proposed 
Changes (figure 15).  This map was used as the basis for commentary by us in our previous 
submission.  In the HESLUP this map has been deleted and it is troubling that it has not been 
replaced in any form whatsoever.  There is now commentary around ‘broad intentions and a 
reliance on a Focus Area Map with Areas of Influence which appears to have been copied 
from the 2015 Darwin Regional Land Use Plan (DRLUP) and has no relevant specific detail.  
Refer also HUPPAP which is not being followed nor the NTPS 2020.. 
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There is a comment (p.47 HESLUP) that the subregional plan provides a more detailed 
delineation of the urban/peri-urban area than shown in the regional plan and proposes 
additional areas for future residential uses.  This comment is presented as fact but is not 
supported by corroborating written commentary or diagrams or reference to the NTPS 2020.  

This statement is at best deceitful, there are no maps in the HESLUP that provide more detail 
of delineation of the not recognised urban or peri-urban areas.  Figure 15 in the HESLUP is, 
as far as we can tell, primarily a cut/paste of the Land Use Structure on Page 13 of the 
Darwin Regional Land Use Plan (dated 2015) with no further detail of substance other than 
two smudges denoting Northcrest and the Darwin Correctional Centre. Again the use of peri 
urban and semi-rural terminology which do not appear on zoning details in the NTPS 2020. I 
may be a bit old fashioned but if the current rule book uses certain terminology, I would 
expect the Planning Commission would also do this to aid certainty and confidence in the 
whole process.  

This is all compromised by the fact the key documents, and both cite the Act itself and the 
NTPS 2020 do not use the same language including technical planning or development 
language used to justify the HESLOP plan. It is an oxymoron to cite Darwin 2015 plan to 
justify material in the NTPS 2020 which has obviously updated it.  

These broad intentions, previously referred to, in the HESLUP include the term “combined 
Urban and Peri/Urban areas”, descriptions not in the PESLUP but introduced into the 
HESLUP with the following un-cited definitions and not found in HUPPAP and the NTPS 
2020 cited in the draft document/s and used for justification of new definitions. 

By amalgamating the definitions in the HESLUP the Commission has merged the proposed 
uses of the land.  The Darwin Regional Land Use Plan (2015) does not have an amalgamated 
definition and ergo maps with amalgamated urban/peri-urban areas. As mentioned, several 
times the terms do not appear in the NTPS 2020. 

Specifically, the lot 4231 is now designated as vacant crown land (I was unable to get 
reduction burning around my block due to its classification) indeed Mr Humphries also stated 
it always had been vacant crown land!  It would appear that the various development permits 
have been issued over the years, and have altered this vacant crown land definition so it 
affected the local residents and landowners.  I find this confronting when the words used in 
these draft documents refer to long term application of these subregional plans but the 
practical effects of say an development permit, is enough to alter our expectations and the 
outcomes for such basic services as reduction burning (also a health and safety issue)!  And 
while, some of it has become reclassified green belt land in recognition I guess to the very 
lack of suitability for the non-existent “peri urban” definition of development previously so 
designated, but in the HUPPAP attached map there is clear topography limits that has been 
available to the Planning Commission since 2016.  It still remains to be seen if this green 
space around the two Taylor Road blocks is present in the next plan/s as we have commented 
on changes that appear only to be disappeared once they have been acknowledged in a plan.  
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 So distrust/uncertainty/lack if integrity and lack of confidence in the process in these draft 
documents, carried through from previous documents has been perpetuated.  

The content of the HESLUP only heightens our concerns with the Chief Ministers’ comments 
of 1 June 2021 on ABC Radio where he detailed that NT Government had already reached an 
outcome for the intended use of the land being studied.  If this is the case then fine; but open 
it up so we can provide rational comments within a rational context. 
   
The Roads  
 
This brings me to the proposed Gunn Point Road plans.  This road goes past the hospital but 
starts off Stuart Highway, crossing from Temple Terrace.  Over successive plans it has not 
been indicated in DRLUP 2015, in later proposals the Gunn Point Road route is pencilled in 
but unnamed. In 2016 this road is named as future Glyde Point Arterial Road and appears in 
the NTPS 2020 as Glyde Point Road.   As this is the rule book then others are using it as a 
rule book refence. Refer later refences to road sign.   

Some consequences:    I believe several bits of land were acquired (Blocks 2295, 5563,5562), 
at the top end of Taylor Road for this purpose, However, when checking waterlogged areas 
(on current draft plan maps) as well as 2016 maps it is apparent the road direction is proposed 
over waterlogged areas, at the end of King Creek(?). There does not appear to be any final 
end point and serves no real purpose (unless you consult PSLUP and Gunn Point Peninsular 
updates (July 2020) that is mentioned or evident.  The other Gunn Point Road on LSLUP 
2016 it was not mentioned indeed the Taylor Road was extended to cross Glyde Point Road 
corridor but is also probably in severe wetlands area.  And SRLUP GPP July 2020 has Gunn 
Point Road from Gunn Point to a ring road, via Humpty Doo Herbert, Noonamah to meet up 
in Cox peninsular.  

This acquisition of land not used, means land acquired with government money for a purpose 
was not used, nor likely to be used, and no certainty that other lots will be acquired, and not 
used, as a person/s decide to do so.  There is no certainty as usual.   
 
Linco Road has a similar history.  It did not exist, was then a main road past the Hospital 
complex then was named Linco Road,  Apparently all roads have to lead someone so some 
genius kept drawing and linked to Madsen Road in Howard Springs. On other plans it links to 
Whitewood Road so a bit confusion as to purpose and location, not to mention the need to 
pass very near to rural residential land being Lot 2277 against the rules in HUPPAP. After 
skirting the 2277 neighbouring block, it crosses Taylor Road, goes again a wetlands swamp 
to get to Howard Springs Road where is makes up its mind what road to join.  We are not 
informed of what traffic surveys took place in this planning disaster. All contrary to the 
HUPPAP in the NTPS 2020.  
 
We now have two roads past the hospital, both crossing Taylor Road within a half kilometre 
of each other, then both crossing heavy swamp land with environmental concerns, to both 
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cross Howard Springs Road for no particular reason or rationale (and the financial cost for 
both roads through wetlands will be  considerable) there causing more congestion on Howard 
Springs Road which will eventually have a traffic nexus with the train/road of the arterial 
road planned in current planning documents but not listed at this location in NTPS 2020.   
 
The plan dealing with two roads crossing Taylor Road within a short distance, brings up the 
third road.  There is a gazetted road from the previously approved subdivision which the 
Power and Water supply people have, correctly, used for their power lines rerouted from 
Taylor Road to the Hospital. This road appears on maps associated with the Record of 
Interests and Information section 04231 at page 10 of 11, date printed at 29/6/20.  On this 
map we note that Linco Road appears to join this gazetted road with the power lines to meet 
Taylor Road.  

It should be also taken into account that roads past hospitals had certain rules but given this 
plan does not really look at rules it may not be a problem.  The reason RDH was built at Tiwi 
I recall was the fact only residential traffic was involved. One can cast one’s mind to the 
issues of road transport past a hospital including military, fuel combustibles and like 
materials etc in case of an accident and while they would be in the right place for medical 
treatment there is a strong possibility that the accident will take out either parts of the hospital 
or its facilities and expertise at the same time. 
 
In summary: apart from the points raised above the naming of these two roads as well as their 
direction and terminal points and the future traffic issues of crossing Taylor Road and 
Howard Springs Road and associated financial cost through swamps, is still confusing. In 
Darwin Plan 2015 still cited in this and many other planning development to this day named 
Glyde Point Road as passing by the hospital and exiting near or using Lot 2295.  In HESLOP 
and other plans it is named as Gunn Point Road. However, the recent sign on Temple 
Terrance labels this road connecting after the traffic lights as Glyde Point Road.  This sign 
appeared just after the release of HESLUP and after the comments on the prior plan.  

Meanwhile a planned road being lot 5562, which on an earlier map was a natural curve of 
what is now Gunn Point Road (?), to cross over Taylor Road.  It is of interest that lot 5562 
remains to this day as a road on plans on the far side of Taylor Road but has lost its links to 
Gunn Point Road or Linco Road.   This has been pointed out through all my responses, but 
nothing has been done.   

Both roads, Gunn Point and Linco Roads, disregard topography in violation of Darwin Plan 
2015 and the HUPPAP 2020 incorporated in the NTPS 2020.  After they cross Taylor Road 
and transverse wetlands and swamp areas. Both these roads will result in huge additional 
costs to transverse these swamps. If traffic surveys had been conducted as proposed back in 
2016 it is unlikely they would still be planned as they are today or there would be the results 
of the traffic survey stating the feasibility of this option.  

At the same time we, the residents, are being asked to comment in a very short time without 
having access to other planning material that would be relevant, there is a NTG department 
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letting tenders for the feasibility study on planned relocation of the rail terminal we are sked 
to comment on!  This is not credible behaviour and combined with the avoidance of the NT 
Planning Scheme 2020 rules, is bordering on fraudulent.  

There is no buffer from rural to urban, this was previously something that Gerry Wood fought 
for in previous conversations with Planning Commission. We ask that this be done it is in line 
with the NTPS 2020 as it should be automatic.  Wallaby Holtze Road and Taylor Road 
blocks should have this certainly not to be edged by pure urban. While 2307 had a green 
space 2277 has one side edged with urban in plans.   

I refer to my submission from 2016 where I gave the fact of black soil bog on Taylor Road 
opposite this vacant land now zoned urban. This part of Taylor Road is the only part of 
Taylor Road to become impassable due to black soil bog or any other reason on a yearly 
basis.  After the Cyclone Tracy vehicles were bogged on Taylor Road on front of this then 
block, a Brambles Crane was bogged in front of the block and next to it off road was a D6 
caterpillar machine, the only part visitable was the seat for the driver, everything else was 
underground.  The Brambles crane stayed on the road so was bogged the D6 went off road to 
turn.  When Sydney NSW woke up to the loss of income an army recovery vehicle was 
dispatched and took the crane out of the bog. The D6 was dug out nearer the dry season.  

Every year before and after this the Works departments, Commonwealth and NT would have 
to top up loads of large stone gravel into this section of the road from access. This was and is 
the only part of Taylor Road subjected to black soil bog, any other bog as normal clay type 
and with proper driving passable. It is also an anomaly as there was no springs, creeks 
leading into the area that we could see, it was a standalone black soil bog that long term 
Territorians seem to recognise and Works department just threw in the heavy gravel every 
year. It would be very impractical to build other than RR or RL zoning on this block.   

Traffic density: the planning of converting the area around the hospital to urban houses rather 
than support services for hospital. This would reduce population density over highway which 
already causes problems at peak hour with military associated traffic. Again lack of eyeball 
mark 1, sit and watch the traffic in peak times then make a decision.  This is linked to idea of 
keeping all urban development to the south side of Stuart Highway and developing Weddell 
earlier and keeping a ring around harbour of cities rather than trying to push development 
into rural areas. Thus crossing highways and creating congestion which already exists, 
minimal.  Note earlier comments on roads crossing Taylor Road and Howard Springs Roads. 
 
We understand the open green space around the two Taylor Raid blocks has no real 
description and that it should be conservation and the creation of green belt to support 
Mitchell Creek, along with the thought you can’t mitigate insects and still hope to have 
environmental conservation. Whatever the decision re insects we refer to past submissions 
ands the fact we use tank water and like others use land for growing things to eat or have 
animals on site. The solution to biting insects is not spraying and other poison related 
activities. This is another health and safety issue.   
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We emphasis that consultation requires changes in plans not just listening and then doing the 
original.  
 
We note that the green space behind our block (2307) is a non-rehabilitated illegal sand mine, 
which would require some rehabilitation to restore native bushland and create a proper 
conservation area.  
 
In summary we are concerned the PESLUP and HESLUP are entwined in a process with a 
pre-determined outcome that;  

• Doesn’t reflect the wishes and needs of the community probably about 800+ 
members of the voting public. 

• Ignores public consultation in the formulation of planning schemes and the 
making of decisions under NTPS 2020 and its associated rule book status and the 
NTG commitment to restoring integrity and confidence to the reform of the 
planning system in the NT. 

• Despite the NTPS 2020 being the rule book for planning and the relevant Act is 
integrated, the planning in this and prior attempts occurs within a planning 
system that is clouded and lacking in detail creating trauma and lack of trust 
within residents and owners. 

• Does not protect the quality of life of future generations; and 
• Does not engender trust, integrity and confidence that there is fair and open 

decision making and public access to processes for review of planning related 
decisions. 

 

Yours Sincerely  

Heather Lear  

29 November 2021 

 

0416 361 787 

h.gillies@gmail.com  

Attachments  

2 responses from HESLUP Stage 1  

I response from 2016  
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PESLUP 

GPO Box 1680 

DARWIN NT0801 

Email: ntpc@nt.gov.au 

Heather Lear 

145/2307 Taylor Road 

Holtze NT 0829 

(PO Box 1905 

Darwin NT 0801 ) 

RE: Stage 1 Discussion Paper Palmerston Environs Subregional Land Use Plan 

(PESLUP) 

It should be noted that I could find no reference in either the pamphlet not the discussion 
paper of a date for submissions. I have only found a refence to the date of 25 June 2021 in 
politician's letter. There are, however, lots of parts to tell you how to comment! Therefore I 
trust late submissions will be received. 

Two questions were posed by the Draft document. 

What do you enjoy most about this Focus Area? 

What sort of land uses would you like to see in this Focus area? 

Whilst these two questions are very positive in their approach, I believe it is also important to 
add a third question; 

What concerns do you hold with the PESLUP? It is posed to deal with the last question 

first for reasons that will become clear. 

There are a number if issues that the NTPC has failed to take into account and which impact 
significantly on my property A G AIN. So I am providing Feedback on a PESLUP that is 

impossible to provide rational feedback on, for the following reasons. 

First the statement which is/was in various forms both legislative and in most Land Use 

documentation throughout the years: 

"Maintenance and enhancement of rural living lifestyles through provision of choice and 

promotion of confidence concerning the nature, from and intensity of future land use and 
development." Citing Litchfield Planning Concepts and Land Use Objectives 2002. 

I note that the similar paragraph /objective has been legislated out of the NTA Planning Act 
1999 as in force at 11 March 2021. This, an Act of the NTG, is precluding the aims and 
certainty in the Litchfield Council operating document. I might add I pay my Litchfield rates, 
use the Howard Springs waste centre, all happily, thinking I am protected in my 
property/lifestyle and that of my grandchildren within the Litchfield Council documentation 
cited above. No doubt this is one reason why this PESLUP was a Palmerston one and not 
Litchfield as previously the case, to avoid this commitment. Litchfield has previously ad vised 
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The Hon Gary Nairn  
Chairman  
Northern Territory Planning Commission 

Reference: Your Letter of 13 May 2015, Response to Draft Holtze Area Plan and 
Planning Principles  

1 Overall lack of clarity and certainty 

Unfortunately the proposed area plan and rhetoric/words do not correspond.  For example 
Holtze ($4million) chart evidencing plans for 1500 residential dwellings does not appear to 
include portions 2307, 2277, and 2295.  Therefore one cannot have any certainty that portion 
2307 will be or remain rural, urban, peri-urban or similar prior uncertain classification where 
the existing lifestyle will be retained.    

Likewise I am given to understand that the term “peri-urban” has no legal definition.  This 
term could also therefore be a euphemism and no certainty would attach.  In addition I 
understand that there are no plans to lock in green zones and like areas, under which I would 
include portion 2307, therefore, any undertakings given in the draft/proposed/ final plan 
would be easily disregarded. So again the lack certainty would result in allowing developers 
to go ahead and disregard such recommendations to the detriment of myself as a current 
owner and all who move into the area thinking they had designated green zones etc.     

All this needs to be clarified to enable certainty to the current occupants, particularly given 
the prior uncertainty of the 32 Square Mile Acquisition of 1974 and the trauma caused to the 
current occupants.  

2 Biting Insects reference 3(d) of Draft Planning Principles, also s9(d) of the same 
document.  

The term “biting insects” would indicate this to be a euphemism. It can be all things to all 
people from midges to fleas, to sand-flies, ants and bees. These insects may be defined as 
reasonably benign to most people even mosquitos may be. However, there are issues to be 
missed in use of such a euphemism in this context.   

Some background: 

The NT Health entomology reports prior to the 32 Square Mile Acquisition demonstrated that 
the most potentially prevalent biting insect was the mosquito and in particular the malaria 
carrying anopheles mosquito. The result as I recall was the future Palmerston type high 
density development could not be undertaken in the Holtze “triangle” due to public health 
concerns (to wit; the impact of the anopheles mosquito) and Palmerston was therefore located 
where it is today.   

To further elaborate on this issue, “if” malaria took hold the population most affected was 
limited to the rural/low density population numbers and the then existing Darwin hospital 
and/ or public health authorities would be able to cope.  Alternatively if there was a high 

Attachment B6.3



2 
 

density population in the potentially malarias (or other high risk mosquito borne disease) then 
we would be looking at national disaster numbers and the local health authorities could not 
cope. For example if 20 of the 200 or so rural residents got malaria it’s manageable; if 20% 
of 10,000 residents get malaria the local health authorities could not cope.  

So if you are planning a Palmerston Hospital (and if the Hospital planned does not include 
critical care) and is adjacent to a “biting insect” area, and by adding bike and walkways for a 
high density residential population there are issues for consideration. One can only challenge 
the critical thinking aspects of such a proposal when the go ahead of such development of the 
32 Square Mile Acquisition was successfully challenged nearly 40 years ago.  To the best of 
my knowledge we still have no available vaccination against malaria and there are new 
mosquito borne diseases out of Asia, now threatening Australia.  

We do have a historical and health related precedent for not having a multi-density 
residential housing development in the Holtze triangle.  

Having dealt with the abovementioned I add the following from personal experience.  I 
witnessed on several occasions in 1973/74, Department of Health personnel sitting out the 
front of portion 2307 using themselves as live bait to count and identify local mosquito 
populations and the anopheles mosquitos were among those counted and identified.  Being of 
a curious disposition I learned how to identity this particular mosquito. At the time of these 
Health Department live baiting exercises I assumed that the said mosquitos came from the 
Mitchell Creek area adjacent to our property. However, following Cyclone Tracy on 24 
December, I stood at the front of the house looking out to the front gate and beyond, and I 
could see quite a distance given the lack of leaves on the trees, and could see a large body of 
water ahead on the Federal government land which I had been then advised had a military 
purpose. Therefore, in addition to Mitchell Creek there was a large body of water/swamp 
opposite Portion 2307 and a short distance away, which would explain the high mosquito 
count in our area. This body of water must be added to whatever controls are implemented to 
contain “biting insects” and population control for health reasons.  I have spent 12 months in 
one of the highest malarias areas in the world being Gambella Ethiopia so I am very aware of 
the economic and health impact of malaria in a community.  

3 Other related environmental hazards. Reference s2 and s 3 (a) (b) and (c) of 
Draft Planning Principles 

In front of and before coming to Portion 2277 adjacent to Portion 2307 Taylor Road on 
the relevant maps, is a large “black soil” area.  This area becomes black soil bog after 
heavy or prolonged heavy rain and the road is unusable. Ipso facto the areas described 
above and included as “compact Walkable Neighbourhood 20 to 40 dwellings per 
hectare” in the Draft Holtze Area Plan contains a large area of black soil which would 
indicate it is not suitable for the proposed planning purpose.  

As an indication of the impact of the unsuitable conditions I submit the following. In one 
week after Cyclone Tracy the list of vehicles bogged between the black soil bog patch 
mentioned above and on, and in front of my property Portion 2307, was as follows.  One 
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truck of pig food off the road and opposite the Portion 2307 drive way, One Rio truck on the 
Portion 2307 fence line attempting a straight pull to remove the bogged pig food truck, a 
Prime Mover in the Portion 2307 drive way attempting the same removal, a D6 on the black 
soil patch who was also attempting the vehicle removals (and went off road when he was the 
black soil and sunk so only the seat was visible, the depression is still visible to this day, 40 
years later), a Brambles crane bogged in the black soil patch of Taylor Road.  This was 
despite road limits being applied and local resident opposition and all vehicles remained that 
way for at least 2 weeks during which the residents of Portions 2307 and 2277 had no 
vehicular access to their property. Finally money talked as these vehicles were not earning 
the big money of trucks following the cyclone and an army recovery vehicle removed all but 
the pig food truck and the D6 (both off road) which as I recall were dug out in the early part 
of the dry season.    

This segment of road is still a problem in the wet as successive councils only rarely dump 
heavy metal gravel to prevent bogs.  Repeated requests for “residents only” use of this area of 
road have been ignored with idiots continuing to drive through to practice their mud driving 
skills, further aggravating the black soil problems. In addition to the road the areas either side 
identified for “compact Walkable Neighbourhood 20 to 40 dwellings per hectare” would 
be entirely unsuitable for such a purpose due to the black soil present.  

4 The part coloured Blue 

Reference unclear, however, could be s10 and or s11 plus the statement “Holtze will 
include a precinct for service commercial uses developed to minimise impact on 
adjacent residential land” appearing between these two sections.  

The planner/s need to display some innovative and sensible thinking about such a 
classification. There is plenty of such light industrial classified development surrounding this 
area and no more is required.  Given the development of Palmerston, the new Palmerston 
hospital and Robertson Barracks and only some light residential development in the Holtze 
triangle integrating the current rural blocks I would suggest the following would be more 
effective and tie the above mentioned communities together and would support the intentions 
of s10.   

The Blue part should be a sporting complex similar to Marrara which all the above mentioned 
communities could use and compete in. I submit the centre piece could be a short course 
swimming pool to national standards so that the NT can participate in National short course 
swimming championships given our climate. The swimming pool area can also be used by 
the hospital for hydrotherapy, medical and rehabilitation needs and exercise of the aged and 
disabled population identified in the planning processes. Conversations with Robertson 
Barracks about their needs might identify further community based sports and competitions 
for integration into the larger community of this area e.g. basketball courts, 9 hole golf course 
or similar.   

I am unable to take up your invitation to speak personally as I am currently caring for an aged 
disabled uncle in a southern state, however, my son Alister Lear can speak on my behalf as I 
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am a widow and sharing the property with him. I can be contacted on mob: 0416 361 787 if 
you wish to clarify any parts of this submission.  

Yours sincerely  

Heather Lear 

24 June 2015 



From: helen
To: Planning NTG; helen@autotrend.com.au
Subject: RE: Statutory Exhibition draft proposal Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan
Date: Friday, 15 April 2022 1:35:17 PM

Hello it is 1.25pm 15th April 2022 and I cannot find the Holtze to Elizabeth River anywhere on
your website . Call me dumb but def says nothing current refer the screen shot.

Anyways for what it is worth once again whether now or 30 years time I oppose your thoughts
and decisions relating to Wallaby Hotze Road.  We were fortunate enough to buy here before it
was decided that commercial properties could take advantage of the area so we should be left
alone indefinitely. 
Also any thoughts of Perri Urban should be abolished and any land opening should be an acre
or greater. 
Personalty I have had enough of your intentions with our land I do own several commercial
properties and to be honest am beginning to hate Darwin and all its rules,
changes,mandates,infrastructure, social problems blah blah and am considering selling and
getting the hell out of this joint and taking all the taxes I pay with me which I am sure you dont
give a flying hoot.
So let's watch this space and see what happens.
If for some unknown reason the submission is on your web site and as its before midnight and
if I have overlooked it can you please forward this email on my behalf as my submisson to the
Holtze to Elizabeth River  Subregional Land Use Plan 2022.

Kind Regards
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Helen Van Den Broek 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

-------- Original message --------
From: Planning NTG <Planning.NTG@nt.gov.au>
Date: 21/3/22 9:16 am (GMT+09:30)
To:
Subject: Statutory Exhibition draft proposal Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use
Plan

Good morning

I am pleased to advise that the Minister for Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics, has
determined to continue consideration of the proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme
2020 and place the proposed Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan on
public exhibition Planning Notices Online (nt.gov.au).

You now have further opportunity to provide comment during Statutory Exhibition until
15 April 2022 Planning Notices Online (nt.gov.au).

A summary of what the Planning Commission heard during the stage two engagement is
available to be viewed at https://haveyoursay.nt.gov.au/holtze-to-elizabeth-river-
subregional-land-use-plan and Northern Territory Planning Commission.

If you wish to discuss the matter further please contact John-Paul MacDonagh by
telephone on 8999 6036 or email john-paul.macdonagh@nt.gov.au.

Regards

Lands Planning

Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
Northern Territory Government

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

GPO Box 1680, Darwin, NT 0801

t. 8999 8963 e. planning.ntg@nt.gov.au

MailScanner has detected a possible fraud attempt from
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Submission to the Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 

Virginia Townsite Northern Territory. 

Parks and recreation amenities are crucial ways of ensuring that people have 

access to peaceful, healthy and restorative places. Ensuring that these spaces 

are planned for at every stage is key to the success of our cities, towns and 

landscapes. 

In 2005 Mr Stephen Ashford surveyed the Virginia Townsite . His report 

emphasised the importance of this historical site and the need for its 

preservation. 

Virginia is the only remaining site where the original survey trenches and 

ironwood pegs put in by Goyder’s team are still visible.  We need to honour 

that work and acknowledge its historical importance. There are associated 

stories to be told given the incredible job that the surveyors did in such difficult 

terrain, the weather conditions and the somewhat limited equipment of the 

day.  Their work achieved an astonishing degree of accuracy when checked 

against the modern techniques of today. 

For this reason alone the work of Goyder’s team warrants commendation  

and should be honoured by preserving the entire Virginia Townsite as a 

Protected Heritage area. In that way the site will serve as a memorial to 

those who came before us and the incredible work they did in such difficult 

conditions.  

In 2006 decision makers let the opportunity to preserve this site slip through 

their fingers. Perhaps they did not understand how amazing it was to have 

such an unspoiled townsite in its original layout, with so many of the survey 

trenches and iron pegs still visible despite the passage of time since 1869.  

Following the report by Mr Stephen Ashford only a meagre portion of the 

townsite roughly one fifth, was classified as a permanent heritage site.   

The justification for not designating the entire townsite was that, 

 “…the proposed arterial road to the planned township of Weddell, which passed through the 
Virginia Townsite, could not be altered as private land had already been acquired and altering 
the road alignment was not a real option.” 

It appears that erroneous advice had been provided to the Minister at that time 

as only one lot (No. 309) had been sold and it is on the river’s edge and not 

within the townsite. Section 3489 which surrounds the entire Virginia Townsite 
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is all Crown Land, so the decision not to list the entire townsite needs to be 

reconsidered with the aim of gazetting permanent heritage status for the entire 

Virginia Townsite. 

Since that time there have been changes to proposed roads travelling through 

the townsite but again this new road needs to be realigned.  As shown on page 

28 of the First Draft Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 2022 it 

still passes through the townsite. 

This decision continues to show little regard for the quickly vanishing heritage 

areas that remain and raises the question of whether Heritage Councils and 

Departments have any clout at all if Infrastructure, Planning & Logistics can 

seemingly dictate the destruction of sites even though alternatives can be 

found. 

In view of the knowledge and equipment available today, is it entirely 

reasonable to ask why it has been deemed necessary for a road to go through 

the townsite when  Bertram Road could be aligned to join the East Terrace of 

the Virginia Townsite or moved slightly to the east so that it still meets up with 

the proposed road on the other side of the townsite to Weddell. Putting that 

road through Crown land would allow the entire site to be saved as Heritage.  

 Not only would this leave the townsite intact, interpretive signage could be 

displayed on the road highlighting the historical, ecological and tourist-related 

features of the area.  

In the First Draft of the Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan the 

townsite is noted for Public Open Space and or Community Purpose. 

In line with those objectives  - 

As we are fast losing all signs of early Aboriginal, European and Chinese 

heritage it is imperative that the relevant departments and Councils take the 

necessary actions to protect the entire Virginia Townsite. 

Once it has been heritage listed the townsite could become the base for 

historical and educational facilities that would enrich but more importantly 

protect this significant historical site. An area that was used by the local 

Larrakia people but has had limited exploration but needs to be acknowledged 

and retained as recognition to our First Nations people. 

A world famous Botanical Garden area could put on display the marvellous and 

unusual array of native plants already in the townsite, some of which are under 



threat of extinction. The majority of the plants at Virginia are no longer seen in 

the suburbs due to the total removal of all native vegetation and the 

destruction of their habitat.  

Some of the local fauna would be protected as well. 

As people worldwide continue to talk about our changing climate and the need 

to protect delicate environments we have a chance to something.  

What better place to start when there is a chance to remember history, to 

enable relevant on-site education and to open up a natural area so that  

people can come and see these wonderful and mostly unknown plants plus the 

work of our pioneers. 

It could be a unique area for Horticultural students to study Native Northern 

Territory plants in their natural environment to plan gardens within the 

surveyed lots, and retaining the vegetation already there for visitors to see and 

to try cultivating some of the plants for commercial purposes. 

The site would present opportunities for students of surveying as well. CDU 

and the local Association of Land Surveyors could liaise with interstate 

Bachelor of Engineering students who would like to come to the NT using the 

equipment of 1869 and help restore and stabilise the original survey trenches 

and pegs. 

As it is not known when the new road will be constructed signage showing the 

townsite plan and historical information could be placed on Lowther Road and 

basic tracks made to enter the area.   Access to car park areas and walk ways 

could follow the roads of the original plan.  The town square could be 

developed with Architectural and Construction students to include an 

information centre, café and study rooms, using local stone to replicate 

original stone buildings that were a part of early Darwin.  

There is little value in giving sites permanent heritage listing if they are not 

cared for.  It is the responsibility of the NT Government and local Councils to 

take the lead in this and with the support of various community groups to 

preserve and maintain our heritage for future generations. 

Submission from Aboriginal Areas Protection Authority 

The Authority is a statutory body established under the Northern Territory 

Aboriginal Sacred Sites Act (Sacred Sites Act). The Authority seeks to strike a 

balance between the protection of sacred sites and development 



in the NT. 

The Authority has reviewed the Stage One Discussion Paper and notes that 

there may be several sacred sites in or around the study area. 

It is imperative that due diligence is conducted to determine whether there are 

any sacred sites in that area that need to be designated. 

Virginia South-West Focus Area Statement 

The Planning Commission identified this Focus Area as an Investigation Area 

within the Stage One Discussion Paper. The North-South Weddell Connector 

was also identified specifically, the existing reserved corridor and 

also the potential alignment and bridge crossing of the Elizabeth River. The 

potential influence of the North- South Weddell Connector to affect the locality 

and the importance of the historic 1869 Virginia Townsite Survey Markers were 

noted. 

The Planning Commission needs to do more than just note the importance of 

this site.     It is within the Commission’s scope to plan for all future needs of 

the community and at the same time to ensure that development takes into 

account the local environment, culture and history of our land. 

The significance that this site holds for current and future students of land 

surveying, horticulture and the community should not be glossed over as 

unimportant or insignificant. Our history and precious flora and fauna must be 

retained and remembered so that future generations can walk the land and 

marvel at the achievements of our pioneers and the wild plants and animals 

that are under threat of extinction.  

When viewed on a map that shows past, present and the future planned 

development to come over the next 20 to 30 years, the Virginia site is only a 

small but highly significant parcel of land yet the benefits to the community if it 

were to be assigned heritage status would be immeasurable. 

 This could be a pleasant, relaxing place to walk the dog, children to connect 

with nature, and a reminder of the hard work of our pioneers.  Ensuring 

benefits for health and well being allowing people an opportunity to wonder 

along easy, walkable paths through a bushland environment is a crucial part of 

good planning. 

The development of Weddell and the surrounding areas will result in 

continuing destruction of native bushland with significant impacts on local 



fauna and flora and negative contributions to climate changes and carbon 

storage.  The Departments of Planning Commission, Environment, Parks and 

Wildlife and most importantly the Infrastructure, Planning & Logistics must 

make the necessary changes now to protect this site for those to come.  

You are here today where will you be in 30 years time? 

What will be the legacy you leave behind if this townsite and its history is 

wiped away for the sake of a road?  

 What more can be said that has not been given to the Departments for many 

years about the significance of the area and the need for its preservation. 

On the side of financial consideration there are 9 lots on the Elizabeth River of 

which only one, Lot 309, has been sold.  Improved access to the Heritage site 

and to London Street will undoubtedly stimulate future interest in acquiring 

the remaining 8 lots.   Funds from those sales would offset some of the costs 

for works associated with the Townsite together with the addition of extra 

rates for Litchfield Shire. 

The opportunities presented by this historic site are BOUNDLESS ! 

DON’T WASTE THIS LAST OPPORTUNITY TO SAVE 

IT.     

TOMORROW WILL BE TOO LATE. 

Laurie Palfy 
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Submission to the Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 

A Better Future for Mitchell Creek. 

The Subregional Land Use Plan gives the NT Planning Commission a significant 

opportunity to take the planning of the Palmerston, Virginia and Weddell areas 

into the future to retain and protect the vital natural bushland both for the 

communities which it surrounds and the special fauna and flora that occur 

around Mitchell and Brooking Creeks. 

For the future environmental protection and health and well being of the 

residents within the areas of Palmerston, Virginia and the new town of 

Weddell this submission has included additional land outside the Plan but it is 

essential that this Plan takes into account the significant development that will 

occur over the next 20-30 years and therefore  this submission includes the 

areas of land within the boundaries of  Elrundie Road, Elizabeth River, Brooking 

Creek, Bertram Road and Roystonea Avenue . 

 These areas are the natural draining water courses for rain waters from

many of the residential suburbs of Palmerston which is witnessed by the

amount of grassed water ways that run throughout the suburbs toward

the creeks.  This combined with substantial water logging across a wide

section and at times large numbers of biting insects would make the

area extremely undesirable for rural residential and problematic for

Council infrastructure provision and management.

There is also the total destruction of the vegetation (which contains a

large variety of native fauna and threatened plant species.) that would

be needed to be able to fit infrastructure to the lots which could in turn

cause possible damage to the highly sensitive mangroves and their

benefit to the myriad of sea life including the corals that occur in the

Elizabeth River. Total removal practice of all native vegetation is clearly

evidenced throughout Palmerston for residential subdivisions.

The planet has serious environmental and climatic problems much of

which is the result of hundreds of thousands of hectares of cleared

forests and bushland for farms, towns and cities every year.

The remaining bushland in Zuccoli is to be removed and all the animal

and bird life will move across to these 4 lots which are a large natural

bushland open to them.

Attachment B8.1
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This Subregional Land Use Plan provides the Government with an 

opportunity to work towards mitigating some of the environmental 

damage that has occurred in the Northern Territory.  Compared to the 

land mass this is only a small section of land but if protected enables 

enormous benefit for the planet, fauna and flora and the people 

themselves.  

Such an action could also be the basis for future town planning to 

mandate the protection of bushlands that will surround future towns 

and incorporate wild life corridors. 

Natural bush lands around towns and cities provides unquantifiable 

benefits for residents, councils, wildlife and the environment as a whole. 

As stated in previous submissions; 

Dept Environment Parks & Water Services; 

1. Within the subregional area there are few options for informal social and

recreational opportunities. To relieve pressure on existing reserves, new 

recreational areas need to be planned for. 

2. Masterplan for NT Parks and Reserves

The vision presented by the Subregional Land Use Plan coincides with a 

Government commitment to prepare a 30 year Masterplan for NT Parks and 

Reserves. The Masterplan will map out ways to enhance visitor  

enjoyment and community engagement.  

3. Flora and Fauna Division

A range of potentially significant environmental values are known to occur or 

are highly likely to occur within the study area. It is unclear if the proposed 

future land use structure provides for long term maintenance of, or  

the mitigation of potential impacts on these values.  

Threatened Species 

A range of threatened species are known to occur, or have a high likelihood of 

occurring, within the study. 

4. Although populations of a number of species identified are likely to be

insignificant at the regional scale, populations of a number of species such as 

Typhonium praetermissum, Cycas armstrongi, Atalay breialata, Cleome 

insolata, Mesembriomys gouldi gouldi (Blackfooted tree rat) are known or 

likely to occur within the study area. 
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The Discussion Paper does not currently address the important populations 

occurring or proposed avoidance or mitigation measures to reduce the 

likelihood of significant impacts upon them as a result of proposed land-uses. 

5. Significant and Sensitive Vegetation

A range of sensitive and significant vegetation communities are known to

occur within the study area including riparian vegetation, sand sheet heath,

mangroves and monsoon forests. It is likely that small areas of eucalypt

woodland with concentrations of hollow-bearing trees (Old Growth

Woodlands/Forests) occur within the savannah matrix which is the majority

of the residual native vegetation in the study area.

Developable land identified in the Subregional Land Use Plan will result in 3000 

hectares of vegetation cover being removed, reducing the residual native 

vegetation cover to less than 35% of the study area. This would  

see a skew in the makeup of retained native vegetation toward estuarine and 

freshwater wetlands, with a higher proportion of other habitats removed.  

Dept of Health 

• This considers social infrastructure which is important to developing social

connections which strengthen the social capital of the region;

• This considers pedestrian and cycle-ways that encourage exercise and

promote health.

Palmerston Council. 

Eco-tourism 

Council supports access to informal social and recreational activities in the 

wider environs.  

Eco-tourism opportunities leverage off rich natural assets.  

Where recreational outdoor facilities are proposed, there  

is opportunity to link with environmental corridors, in and around the Pine 

Forest area.  
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Need to limit development constraints that directly adjoins environmental 

corridors so as not to impact on accessibility and use.  

A report prepared for the Palmerston Council noted there are 158 vertebrate 

species, together with endangered and rare plant species within the Mitchell 

Creek environ.  

These statements clearly identify the need that these areas be protected and 

incorporated into NT Parks and Reserves. 

It is incumbent on the Government and people of today to ensure we manage 

our environment and make sure we do not allow further loss or degradation to 

our precious natural resources.  

The ideal result being that both areas would require minimal disturbance to 

the natural bush and continue to provide land care and health benefits for the 

environment and the population with the added benefit of continuing natural 

carbon capture. The four lots totalling approximately 736 hectares could be 

capturing around 11 tonnes of CO2 per annum together with what the trees 

already hold.     Towards Net Zero 2050. No reason we cannot try to make it 

earlier. 

The boundary to both Mitchell and Brooking Creeks is important for protection 

of the mangroves and the vital work they do for the sea and the land but also 

provides the opportunity to maintain a natural bush land area that can be 

enjoyed by Territorians and Tourists. 

Grassed parks and sporting ovals are great but to be able to walk or ride a bike 

through bushland and enjoy seeing wildlife in its natural environment so close 

to your home is a delight beyond words.  

“The appearance of a wallaby watching as we moved through the Mitchell 

Creek area so close to the City of Palmerston took my breath away.” L Palfy 

 Our proposal outlines what can be delivered in this amazing natural area that 

will greatly enhance the recreational activities close to homes for minimal cost 

and maintenance requirements. 

To reduce as much disturbance to the area it is proposed that the Roystonea 

Rd extension not go ahead but a clearing strip between the new nature reserve 

and the suburb of Bellamack be established.  
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The North South Weddell Connector Road would then meet up with Roystonea 

Ave and follow it up to where it enters the Palmerston CBD or joins Tiger 

Brennan Drive or Stuart Highway.  

Mitchell Creek Native Reserve Proposal. 

Lot 4252 -  Zone FD, Conservation and Public Open Space 

Lot 4253 – Zone FD, Conservation 

Apart from the FD zone section on these two lots the land is appropriately 

zoned for the activities being proposed for the site and it is suggested that the 

FD zone be removed leaving the entire section CN & PS which will permanently 

preserve the area. Given the large area affected by water logging and biting 

insects together with the importance of protecting the mangroves as shown in 

the First Draft map on page 8, this section is not given to residential living.  

At present there are a number of tracks running through both areas that are 

utilised by quad bikes, mountain bikes. These tracks are an indication of the 

need people have for such an area close to home and providing the interaction 

with the bush and the enjoyment this brings. 

Walking along the routes through these beautiful bushlands within minutes of 

your home where there is a variety of small flower species that are not seen in 

the developed parks and gardens. Plants that are never seen by the majority of 

the community mainly because the majority of people are not aware they can 

wander through the areas.  

Where the Roystonea Ave currently ends a car park and toilet facilities could 

be constructed. Water and sewer can be connected to the services already in 

Flynn Cct via the storm water course already there. 

Within this area over a period of time, a disabled accessible pathway could be 

constructed together with other walking trails to meander through and around 

the Mitchell West area going all the way around the lot. At the moment there 

are tracks that circle and criss cross through the bushland. 

On the high area just before the already established car park area near the 

Channel Island bridge a lookout tower could be built to see out over the river 

which could also include two or three platforms with steps and possibly with a 

slide for children, together with information signage regarding the special flora 

and fauna in the reserve and maps of the different walking trails. The main 
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perimeter walkway would continue back to the Roystonea car park and toilet 

area passing the lily pond on Elrundie Ave.  

Additional bush walking trails could over time be developed with different 

coloured triangles directing walkers. People would have the opportunity to 

enter from two locations thus expanding their enjoyment of the area and 

taking different walking trails to discover more areas of the reserve. 

To show how important Mitchell Creek Native Reserve already is to the people 

of the Territory, besides being used for bush biking it also is a place of 

remembrance for the family and friends of a young man who has passed with a 

beautiful memorial having been constructed there to remember and honour 

him. 

Brooking Creek Nature Adventure Reserve Proposal. 

Lot 4251 - Zone FD, Conservation & PM 

Lot 4254 – Zone FD, Conservation & PM 

The land near Bertram Road is adjacent to the residential lots being 

constructed in Zuccoli, some of which are extremely small, this area would be 

an invaluable addition to the attraction of living there. A natural bushland that 

families can wander through, older children ride bikes or quad bikes and the 

excitement of the children seeing the native wildlife and flowers.  

Due to the contour of the land and the water logging the future development 

of these two lots would be best served by zoning the area CN and retaining the 

PM for the extension of Bertram Road.  

A carpark and toilet facilities connecting to the water and sewer infrastructure 

in Zuccoli could be constructed on land near Bertram Road.  

Due to the size of this land it could be developed for more adventurous and 

invigorating experiences of bush walking, orienteering trails and off road quad 

bike and cycle tracks. There are already tracks throughout these two sections 

which again indicate the need for such recreational areas and the importance 

in retaining these places for the community and that they are being used 

already even if only by the few that are aware how to access. 

The size of these two lots, and the contours of the Brooking Creek area of land 

could also provide areas for a Community Botanic Garden as previously 

proposed elsewhere, and a smaller water sport lake than the huge one 
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previously proposed, provided neither would encroach on the mangroves. Site 

survey would best be able to identify the size and shape of their positioning 

while maintaining the surrounding area kept in its natural bush environment.

There is an opportunity for Indigenous bush walks so people can have 

exposure to the wild flora and fauna and the purposes that some of the plants 

have in food and health care.   

With both reserves retaining their natural trees, grasses, rocks, white quartz 

and flowers, most of which are not seen in any purpose built park land, 

together with the wildlife will continue as self sufficient bushlands, minimal 

maintenance would be required to care for the paths and bike tracks and 

monitoring for invasive weeds. 

The Mitchell Creek Native Reserve and the Brooking Creek Natural Adventure 

Reserve have been caring for themselves since time began and so now with 

additional use of the areas there will need to be some care programs 

developed but the emphasis is on maintaining the reserves in as close to their 

natural state as possible. 

This is a once only chance to ensure we all work together to protect our 

threatened environment and the plants and animals that now live in this 

bushland environment. 

Once the land has the appropriate zoning the project can start in collaboration 

with NT Parks and Reserves, Palmerston Council and Community Volunteer 

groups.    Utilising some of the funds that would have been required for the 

Roystonea Ave extension would enable a start to managing the tracks already 

there and planning for the future of the two areas.  

The importance of protecting our natural bushlands and mangroves cannot be 

overstated and should never be underestimated. 

Supporting References 

Reference 1 – ‘Why Mangroves Matter 
Document from American Museum of Natural History 

"If there are no mangrove forests, then the sea will have no meaning. It is like having a tree 
with no roots, for the mangroves are the roots of the sea."— fisherman, Trang Province, 
southern Thailand  
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Mangrove forests were once generally dismissed as swampy wastelands. Planners, scientists, 
and coastal dwellers have now come to value them as the remarkably diverse and important 
ecosystems they are. Mangroves, seagrass beds, and coral reefs work as a single system that 
keeps coastal zones healthy. Mangroves provide essential habitat for thousands of species. 
They also stabilize shorelines, preventing erosion and protecting the land — and the people 
who live there — from waves and storms. 

Keystone of a coastal ecosystem 
Mangroves, seagrass beds, and coral reefs are often found together and work in concert. The 
trees trap sediment and pollutants that would otherwise flow out to sea. Seagrass beds 
provide a further barrier to silt and mud that could smother the reefs. In return, the reefs 
protect the seagrass beds and mangroves from strong ocean waves. Without mangroves, this 
incredibly productive ecosystem would collapse. 

"Mangroves are like the kindergarten, seagrasses are the secondary schools, and coral reefs 
are the high schools and colleges for fishes! And, once [the fishes] graduate from university, 
they return to kindergarten to spawn."  
  — Khun Pisit, cofounder of Thailand's Yad Fon mangrove preservation project 

Nursery grounds 
Mangroves provide ideal breeding grounds for much of the world's fish, shrimp, crabs, and 
other shellfish. Many fish species, such as barracuda, tarpon, and snook, find shelter among 
the mangrove roots as juveniles, head out to forage in the seagrass beds as they grow, and 
move into the open ocean as adults. An estimated 75 percent of commercially caught fish 
spend some time in the mangroves or depend on food webs that can be traced back to these 
coastal forests. 

Home to many species 
Mangrove forests provide habitat for thousands of species at all levels of marine and forest 
food webs, from bacteria to barnacles to Bengal tigers. The trees shelter insect species, 
attracting birds which also take cover in the dense branches. These coastal forests are prime 
nesting and resting sites for hundreds of shorebirds and migratory bird species, including 
kingfishers, herons, and egrets. Crab-eating macaque monkeys, fishing cats, and giant 
monitor lizards hunt among the mangroves, along with endangered species such as olive 
Ridley turtles, white breasted sea eagles, tree climbing fish, proboscis monkeys, and dugongs. 
And the soft soil beneath mangrove roots enables burrowing species such as snails and clams 
to lie in wait. Other species, such as crabs and shrimp, forage in the fertile mud. 

Food for the multitudes 
The tons of leaves that fall from each acre of mangrove forest every year are the basis of an 
incredibly productive food web. As the leaves decay, they provide nutrients for invertebrates 
and algae. These in turn feed many small organisms, such as birds, sponges, worms, 
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anemones, jellyfish, shrimp, and young fishes. Tides also circulate nutrients among mudflats, 
estuaries, and coral reefs, thus feeding species like oysters that rest on the seabed. 

Clean water 
Mangroves protect both the saltwater and the freshwater ecosystems they straddle. The 
mangroves' complex root systems filter nitrates and phosphates that rivers and streams carry 
to the sea. They also keep seawater from encroaching on inland waterways. 

A stable coastline 
Mangrove roots collect the silt and sediment that tides carry in and rivers carry out towards 
the sea. By holding the soil in place, the trees stabilize shorelines against erosion. Seedlings 
that take root on sandbars help stabilize the sandbars over time and may eventually create 
small islands. 

Shelter from the storm 
The thickets of mangroves that buttress tidal mudflats also provide a buffer zone that protects 
the land from wind and wave damage. Places where mangroves have been cut down for 
shrimp farms are far more vulnerable to destructive cyclones and tidal waves. 

Resources for humans 
Mangrove forests provide many of the resources upon which coastal people depend for their 
survival and livelihood. At low tide, people can walk across the tidal flats to collect clams, 
shellfish, and shrimp. At high tide, fish move in to feed among the protection of mangrove 
roots, turning the marshy land into rich fishing grounds. The mangrove trees themselves 
provide fuel, medicines, tannins, and wood for building houses and boats. ‘ 

Reference 2   - How urban bushland improves our health 
and why planners need to listen.

This is a document by Prof Pierre Horwitz, Edith Cowan University 

 Alison Reed Assoc Prof Curtin University and 

 Carmen Lawrence Director Centre for the Study of social Change UWA. 

 ‘ Urban bushland has health benefits beyond being a great place to go for a walk. It filters our air 

and water, helps cities avoid extremes in temperatures, and is linked to lower rates of chronic 

disease. 

file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
file:///C:/Users/User/Desktop/holtze/Why%20mangroves%20matter.pdf%23page=4
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But these and other health benefits are virtually never accounted for in local and state land 
development processes. 

Urban planners need to consider these health benefits when making decisions about the future 
of our cities. 

What do we mean by urban bushland? 
Urban bushland ranges from a bush park of native trees, to wetlands – in fact any native 
vegetation characteristic of the local region. With its undisturbed soils and associated 
wildlife, urban bushland is more diverse than other types of green spaces in our cities, like 
parks. So it adds significantly to neighbourhood biodiversity. 

The more unfragmented the landscape, or unaltered the bushland, the more likely it will be to 
retain its biodiversity. Hills, watercourses and gullies, or a mixed forest, have greater 
biodiversity than flat land or a plantation of trees. Landscapes that change by the season add 
to that diversity.  

The health benefits of green spaces (and urban bushland) partly comes from this biodiversity. 

In cities, health benefits work at two levels. Not only do local residents receive health 
benefits when they use urban green spaces, the wider urban population also feels the health 
effects. 

Healthy locals 
The closer residents live to green space, particularly if it is accessible or usable, the better 
they report their health.  

For an individual, access to green spaces contributes in multiple ways: it reduces stress, it 
helps us recover from illness or injury, and our thinking abilities improve when we are more 
contemplative and mindful of our green surroundings. 

Our health improves when we use green spaces for physical exercise. And we benefit from 
the social engagement involved in caring for them. 

The quality of green spaces plays a role in the health benefits for locals. For example, views 
of diverse vegetation more effectively lowers stress compared with less-diverse vegetation. 

Exposure to biodiversity from the air, water, soils, vegetation, wildlife and landscape, and all 
the microbes associated with them (the sort retained in uncleared bushland and wetlands) 
enhances our immunity. This is thought to be the key to the health benefits of nature. 

Wealth and health 
The relationship between health benefits and living close to urban green spaces, including 
urban bushland, might be interpreted as being an effect of wealth. We know wealthier people 
tend to live in greener suburbs and wealthier people tend to be healthier.  

https://www.cbd.int/health/SOK-biodiversity-en.pdf
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10393-014-0952-9
http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01093/full
http://parkweb.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/672582/HPHP_state-of-the-evidence_2015.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1618866706000185
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0013916514568556
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/ijbd/2016/2718275/
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01093
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art31/main.html
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art31/main.html
https://theconversation.com/social-determinants-how-class-and-wealth-affect-our-health-64442
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But many studies take wealth into account, with the weight of evidence suggesting a direct 
health benefit from exposure to biodiversity. 

So if the health benefits are due to the urban green spaces itself (and not related to wealth), 
they should be spread more evenly across the population. 

Perhaps the health of poorer city dwellers will improve by living near to diverse green spaces, 
like bushland. Failing to provide access to nature entrenches health inequalities. 

Healthy city 
Urban bushland provides health benefits not just for local residents but for the whole city. 

Forests and woodlands clean our urban air by removing particles and absorbing carbon 
dioxide. This reduces premature death, acute respiratory symptoms and asthma exacerbation 
across the city. 

A recent review highlights the host of physical health problems that are reduced in urban 
areas with more nature, including less heart disease, obesity and diabetes. Mental health is 
also improved in urban areas where people are living with more green space. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041614001648
https://foeeurope.org/nature-health-equity
https://www.fs.fed.us/nrs/pubs/jrnl/2014/nrs_2014_nowak_001.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041614001648
https://theconversation.com/green-cities-provide-a-mental-health-boost-that-lasts-21901
https://images.theconversation.com/files/160115/original/image-20170309-21050-5kndcq.JPG?ixlib=rb-1.1.0&q=45&auto=format&w=1000&fit=clip
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Urban bushland, like this in the Western Australian city of Joondalup, provides health 
benefits to locals who access it and the wider population. Author provided  

Urban bushland improves city water. Wetlands and the vegetation around them clean our 
water by filtering, reducing exposure to pollutants carried in groundwater or surface water 
run-off. 

Vegetation also moderates extremes of temperature providing shade when it is hot and less 
exposure when it’s cold and so reduces heat- or cold-related illnesses.  

Shrinking urban bushland 
Where new suburbs are developed on the outskirts of cities, the end result is usually near-
complete clearing. Urban bushland is replaced with smaller, fragmented, more sanitised, open 
and neat spaces.  

These are designed for a narrower (but still important) set of usable attributes, like a bike 
path, lawns and a playground. But the original values of the bushland are lost. This pattern is 
repeated in the expanding suburbs of cities across Australia. 

https://images.theconversation.com/files/160115/original/image-20170309-21050-5kndcq.JPG?ixlib=rb-1.1.0&q=45&auto=format&w=1000&fit=clip
https://images.theconversation.com/files/160115/original/image-20170309-21050-5kndcq.JPG?ixlib=rb-1.1.0&q=45&auto=format&w=1000&fit=clip
http://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/rtr6-health.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/health/SOK-biodiversity-en.pdf
https://images.theconversation.com/files/160115/original/image-20170309-21050-5kndcq.JPG?ixlib=rb-1.1.0&q=45&auto=format&w=1000&fit=clip
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If some urban bushland, wetlands or other landscape assets have been retained, the pressure 
on them from development is relentless, as seen recently in Western Australia where a 
highway is due to be extended through the Beeliar Wetlands. 

Planning for better planning 
Planning processes need to use ways to assess what we might lose and what we might gain 
from clearing bushland. 

This could involve asking what types of services existing bushland provide for local residents 
and the city in general. These will include their role in providing clean air and water, 
controlling floods, cycling nutrients, as well as their recreational or spiritual services. 

These could be compared with services the proposed development offers. The comparison 
should make decision makers, and more importantly the public, better able to judge the true 
worth or cost of a development. 

Such cost-benefit analyses are usually used somewhere in planning processes but rarely, if 
ever, are the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services considered, or the cost savings 
from health benefits of bushland. 

These sorts of cost-benefit analyses can also be used to account for the health effects 
associated with local bushland. Such health assessments (or health impact assessments) need 
to be more widely used. And where land subdivision, road building and suburban housing 
developments are planned, health assessments may need to be compulsory to better account 
for the contribution of urban bushland to health. ‘ 

Submission from PLan Inc. 
Authored by Laurie Palfy and Margaret Clinch for PLan 31.1.2022 

https://theconversation.com/roe-8-perths-environmental-flashpoint-in-the-wa-election-74155
https://theconversation.com/roe-8-perths-environmental-flashpoint-in-the-wa-election-74155
https://books.google.com.au/books?hl=en&lr=&id=q3dmDAAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA62&ots=ds9ZD6ypGW&sig=O1MW2WNDLvr78Iz7ayc7mDdFYMg#v=onepage&q&f=false
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Mr Anthony Brennan 
Director, Lands Planning  
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
GPO Box 1680 
DARWIN  NT  0801 

Dear Mr Brennan 

Submission – Proposal to Amend the NT Planning Scheme PA2022/0011 

Thank you for providing notice of this Planning Scheme Amendment.  The NT Land Corporation requests 
that the draft Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan (HESLUP) be amended to clarify the 
future land use potential of its land at Sections 2821 and 2822 Hundred of Bagot.    

Sections 2821 and 2822 are in the Howard Springs North Area of the HESLUP.  Planning Principle 24 
seeks the orderly development of Howard Springs North by requiring a land use concept that provides: 

• for a future active recreation hub, or similar initiative; and

• planning principles that guide more detailed area planning towards the achievement of the land use
concept.

The Corporation is aware that the Howard Springs North Area may be underutilised if other land uses 
cannot be contemplated by a land use concept.  The Corporation estimates that there would be a 
significant amount of land left unused within this area even if: 

• the land area used for mountain biking was retained unchanged, as supported by the Needs
Assessment; and

• all of the active recreation space and equestrian facilities required for this subregion, as noted in the
Needs Assessment, were located alongside the Pine Forest.

Therefore, amendments to HESLUP are needed to clearly acknowledge that other complementary land 
uses, such as tourism facilities, rural living and/ or other residential land uses, can be considered as part 
of a land use concept. 

The opportunity to discuss the Howard Springs North Area in further detail is welcome.  In this regard, 
please contact Michael Holmes, General Manager NT Land Corporation on 8999 3863 or at 
michael.holmes@ntlandcorp.com.au.  

Yours sincerely, 

MICHAEL HOLMES 
GENERAL MANAGER 

13 April 2022 
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From: Nicholas Kirlew
To: Planning NTG
Subject: Proposal to Amend NT Planning Scheme
Date: Friday, 15 April 2022 5:23:37 PM

PLan inc.

GPO Box 2513

Darwin, NT, 0801

Director Lands Planning

Department of Infrastructure Planning and Logistics

GPO Box 1680

DARWIN NT 0801

RE: Proposal to Amend NT Planning Scheme

PA2022/0011

To the Director of Lands Planning,

We are a volunteer community group working for better urban and rural planning in the Northern

Territory. We are writing to you in regard to the Proposal to Amend the NT Planning Scheme

PA2022/0011 recently listed as part of the Northern Territory Government planning proposals on

exhibition.

Since the submission opening there appear to be two significant changes:

Palmerston town boundary was changed, altering the dynamics of “ownership” over

the area.

The highway to Weddell now appears to be routed differently than depicted in the

documents supplied.

We note also the conflicting submission requirements on the web site and the actual document.

This seems to be inequitable to people who use the web site.

Finally the web site is again not sending out notification emails. PLan has pointed this out

multiple times to the department.

A process of community consultation that offers a subscription service that fails is in our opinion

less than optimal.
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To create equity in this process you may wish to consider extending the submission window by a

further two weeks.

We have reviewed the documents provided as part of the proposed amendment and have

provided the following summary of our concerns:

Areas such as the natural catchments, which are prone to constraints such as

flooding, should exclude any residential development in these areas. It would be

unnecessary for residential development to occur, only for this community to be

subjected to damage and/or destruction as a result of known area flooding.

We are concerned that in the absence of a Regional Conservation Strategy,

development will occur which will impact upon natural environments and areas of

environmental value.

We support the identification of paperback swamp, east Tiger Brennan Drive/

Tivendale Road as a conservation area and believe this status should remain

unchanged.

We are concerned of mention that “…property along the Stuart Highway will

become increasingly attractive for commercial uses…” (p. 22) and as a result, will

have potential impact upon current green space.

We are concerned that the Howard Springs North Investigation area, south of the

Main Road and part of the Howard Springs North (Pine Forest), will ultimately

encroach and impact upon the Howard Springs Nature Park.

We are concerned that “…the (former) Commonwealth Defence establishment land

‘Kowandi North’ (Kowandi), and conterminous Crown land to the north and east

creates the potential for approximately 5000 dwellings to be developed in the

near to mid-term through staged land releases” (p. 24). As a result, this will impact

upon the ‘open space’ and/or ‘conservation’ site area.

We support mention that “any future land use change across the Howard Springs



North area should consider the potential of retained natural areas to support both

organised and passive recreation” (p. 26). The Northern Territory should retain as

much natural area for community benefit and use and should not be subject to

development.

We are concerned of mention that “…a large part of Virginia South-West is

constrained by either soil waterlogging, storm surge, or exposure to biting

insects” (p. 28). Given that the area is prone to storm surge, future development of

the area would be inappropriate. It would be unnecessary for residential

development to occur, only for the community to be subjected to damage and/or

destruction as a result of known storm surge issues.

We are concerned about mention of future development in the Archer and Mitchell

West Focus Area. As the proposed planning scheme amendment document

mentions, “(b)oth areas are affected by seasonal waterlogging and storm surge” (p.

30). As mentioned previously, given that the area is prone to storm surge, future

development of the area would be inappropriate. It would be unnecessary for

development to occur, only for the community to be subjected to damage and/or

destruction as a result of known storm surge issues.

If you wish to contact us further about the issues we have raised, both can be done so via the

following:

Regards,
Nick Kirlew
Convener PLan: the Planning Action Network Inc
0447 499 794
Email: nick@planinc.org.au
Web: https://www.planinc.org.au

mailto:nick@planinc.org.au
https://www.planinc.org.au/


From: Roger Davey
To: Planning NTG
Cc: Maree Bredhauer; BEALE Iris
Subject: Holtze to Elizabeth River Sub-regional Land Use Plan (HESLUP - closing 15 April 2022)
Date: Friday, 15 April 2022 9:46:22 PM

LITCHFIELD   HISTORY   GROUP

Director Lands Planning
Dept. Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics
GPO Box 1680,
DARWIN  NT  0801

Dear Madam/Sir,
I will restrict my submission to the Virginia South West Focus Area delineated on Fig 17
(p29)
There are 7 land uses (including an Investigation Area) all within the  '...Biting Midge
Buffer...'
My concern is the Investigation Area incorporating the  '...Declared Heritage Place
(Goyder's Virginia Townsite 1869)...' 
The whole 1869 Townsite was submitted by the NT Heritage Branch some years ago, but
rejected by the Government of the day as a Heritage Place.
However, Roads proposed then have changed, so I submit that the land mass, west of the
North - South Weddell Connector, be a Declared Heritage Place.

Described as Crown Land with potential for land use change - options include
#1_ Public Open Spaces
#2_ Community Purposes
#3_ Rural Residential Uses
Refer to planning principle 26

Bertram Rd (intersecting with Roystonea Ave), somewhere becomes the North - South
Weddell Connector, passing through the 1869 Virginia Townsite and on to a proposed
bridge across the Elizabeth River.
To obtain the maximum area for the enlarged Declared Heritage Place (para 1), the curve
south of Lowther Rd requires its radius to be reduced to the minimum permitted for a
Connector Rd (tangent point being the southern boundary of Lowther Rd) such that the
Connector will exit the eastern boundary of the Townsite much closer to the N-E corner
than the S-E corner, and continue on to intersect with the Virginia Rd extension at the rear
of the Levey Rd allotments. This alleviates the acquisition of any land within the
Kennerley, Elizabeth River, Virginia Rd estate. Accordingly, option #3_ (Rural
Residential) be deleted from para 2 above. By taking much of the Connector out of the
Townsite, alleviates the loss of parkland to road batters as occurred at Frog Hollow. 

Potential Rural Residential Land, within a Biting Midge Buffer Zone, is subject to the
Restricted Clearing of Native Vegetation Overlay which the PIanning Institute of Australia
NT supports and suggests it be incorporated into an objective of planning policy 26. But
it all comes to naught because no individual or organisation is appointed to police the
restriction.
On p28, para 5 conflicts with the above - viz -  '...the highest and best use of land within
the buffer is Rural Residential...'
That is far from the truth. Everyone knows the quickest and cheapest method to mitigate
biting midges is to destroy their habitat - ie, conversion to grassland is what occurred at
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Leanyer.
The best, cheapest and most beneficial use of these lands is as Nature Parks, interspersed
(not concentrated like Marrara) with ovals, trail rides, dirt bike tracks, velodromes, drone
practicing areas, what have you - but keep residents out.

Heritage is bandied about by anyone and everyone requiring recognition for something,
but the shouting dies immediately when the topic of funding is raised.
Governments, Councils, Organisations should all work together in developing many more
recreational areas and create a Dedicated Heritage Place come Nature Park of the 1869
Virginia Townsite. It may even be possible to develop the waterfront allotments on the
Elizabeth River to accommodate pleasure boats from Darwin and Palnerston.
Yes, these ideas will take years to eventuate, but we must have faith to Dedicate as much
of Goyder's 1869 Virginia Townsite as we can  -  immediately.
Have you taken a trip to Southport recently ? (another of Goyder's Townsites)

I thank you for the opportunity to make this submission on behalf of the Litchfield History
Group, a recently formed sub-group of the Friends of Taminmin Library Inc.
I am also an active member of the Historical Society of the NT (12 yrs), have recently
rejoined the National Trust of Australia NT (initially 4 yrs) and a former member of the
Fannie Bay History and Heritage Society.

The  Litchfield  History  Group  was an initiative of, and is now a sub-group of the 
Friends  of  Taminmin  Library Inc. Under the auspices of an established Incorporated
Association, all Group Members must be  members of Friends. Our aims are to celebrate
and promote the culture and heritage of the Litchfield area, especially the restoration of the
LITCHFIELD  COLLECTION  (Litchfield Council) to make it available to the public. 

Roger Davey     Secretary     8988 5145     0429 599 193
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INTRODUCTION

The Property Council of Australia is

the peak body representing the

property industry in the Northern

Territory.

The Northern Territory Division

collectively represents billions of

dollars of commercial investment

in the Northern Territory. The value

of the property industry to the NT

economy is second only to the

resources sector.

The Property Council of Australia

champions the industry that

employs 1.4 million Australians and

shapes the future of our

communities and cities. 

Property Council members invest

in, design, build and manage

places that matter to Australians:

our homes, retirement villages,

shopping centres, office buildings,

industrial areas, education,

research and health precincts,

tourism and hospitality venues and

more. 

On behalf of our members, we

provide the research and thought

leadership to help decision-makers

create vibrant communities, great

cities and strong economies.

We support smarter planning,

better infrastructure, sustainability,

and globally competitive

investment and tax settings which

underpin the contribution our

members make to the economic

prosperity and social well-being of

Australians.

As an industry, we not only have a

keen interest, but also a financial

investment in the future

development of the Northern

Territory.

We appreciate and take seriously

the opportunity to provide

comment on the Draft Subregional

Land Use Plan.

Ruth Palmer 
Executive Director 



GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS
- POPULATION / DEMAND
The assumptions around population growth are the critical underlying

basis for this sub regional area plan. Whether they come to fruition will

largely be a reflection on liveability, economic activity and government

policies on a range of other matters. This sub regional plan will need to

be updated every decade to ensure that it closely reflects real demand

which arises from actual population growth so as not lead to gross

oversupply across all land uses.

“Note: Modelling for population growth is based on 2015 figures.
Although the near term projections have not been reached in 2021 it is
anticipated that the modelling is still on track to meet intermediate
and far term prognostications.”
With the foregoing in mind, the rezoning of any presently Future
Development zoned land (especially for non-residential uses) must
only occur when there is actual demand to support that rezoning.
As such these parcels (FD) should not be rezoned during the near term

as existing supplies will outstrip demand for the foreseeable and

immediate future. 

The foregoing position aligns with the Planning Commission’s own

understanding of the present market:

“Modelling in 2015 indicated that retail demand exceeded supply by 13
508m². This is a scenario (an ‘unmet demand’ of retail space), which is
unlikely to be repeated until the far term as in 2020 there was an
overprovision and lack of demand for retail floor space.”

“With the further development of commercial land identified across the

study area, near and intermediate term demands for retail floor
space are already met.”



COMMERCIAL
OFFICE DEMAND

The sub regional focus areas are either secondary activity centres

or rural, consistent treatment must be undertaken in line with

the Darwin Regional Land Use Plan hierarchy of activity centres.

We also note and concur with the Planning Commission NT’s

assessment that:

“Near term supplies are expected to exceed demand resulting in
commercial office floor space needs within the Central
Palmerston area being met in the intermediate term.”



RETAIL DEMAND
ASSUMPTION

The Property Council NT notes that the underlying assumptions on

demand per capita relied upon seems to be overly optimistic and does

realistically factor the ongoing and future impact of online

ecommerce.Demand for physical retail space per capita is declining, yet

the Planning Commission relies upon a 2.4m2 per person (Far Term

assumption). We note that this is the same assumption utilised in the

Darwin Regional Land Use Plan (2015). We suggest that the Planning

Commission NT should re-examine that assumption, which was utilised

almost a decade ago.

“With Australia having a relatively low share of online retailing relative to

other advanced economies, it is likely this shift will continue to depress

demand for retail properties.” (Reserve Bank of Australia – Financial
Stability Review – April 2021)

“MacroPlan Dimasi are currently reviewing the context of activity centres

and projected retail floorspace demand within the study area. This

review will be available by the end of 2021.” 

Could you please provide the Property Council NT
with a copy of this Review?



11 MILE FOCUS AREA
The Property Council NT struggles with some of the Planning

Commission’s vision for the 11 Mile Focus Area.The reality is that older GI

and LI zoned estates such as 11 Mile and Winnellie are always going to

struggle due to supply generated by the Land Development Corporation,

which floods the marketplace.

The Property Council NT recommends that a more logical approach

would be to extend the Berrimah Farm urbanization project than

expanding the focus area for Service Commercial, Industrial and Light

Industry. 

We note that the Planning Commission has also identified this area as

potential residential.This would be the highest and best use of this land. 

GREATER HOLTZE FOCUS AREA
Property Council NT acknowledges that the proposed future use of the

greater Holtze Focus Area is for urbanisation.

“The greater potential is for redevelopment of the adjacent
Commonwealth ‘Kowandi North’ site, and further Crown land to the
north and east. The expectation is for a broader Greater Holtze Area
Plan to identify a mid-term potential of approximately 5,000 dwellings
to be developed in this focus area over several stages of land release.”

The Property Council NT will comment further when the release of the

proposed Draft Greater Holtze Area Plan is occurs. 

We also note and concur with the existing consideration for that focus

area that was undertaken in the NTG’s Planning for a Vibrant Future:

“This vision recognises that future residents of Holtze/Kowandi will use
Palmerston’s existing community and social infrastructure, and will
also contribute to the population base required to realise the potential
of a vibrant and thriving Palmerston CBD.”  



VIRGINIA SOUTH-WEST FOCUS
AREA
The Property Council NT supports the common sense and historical

approach to the future development of the South-West Virginia Focus

Area being rural residential. As this area has several natural (flooding and

bitting insects) constraints. 

ARCHER AND MITCHELL WEST
FOCUS AREA

Property Council NT again supports the common sense and historical

approach to future development of the Mitchell West Focus Area for

rural residential. 

The Property Council NT, however, does hold concerns over the future

use of the Archer Focus Area. Careful consideration will be required for

this focus area to ensure that it does ring fence Palmerston City. 

All current and proposed major arterial road leading into Palmerston City

will have competing activity centres and hubs (Coolalinga Shopping

Centre and Gateway Shopping Centre for example).   

The Property Council NT notes that the Planning Commission

preliminary views for this focus area is for “…opportunities for strategic
light and general industrial development…”. 

However, with the track record and performance of smaller industrial

and general industry estates (e.g. 8 Mile and Winnellie) this approach

may not be a viable option either.

Consideration should be given to retaining this land as Future

Development and review in 2050 (far term).



INFRASTRUCTURE

A fundamental component for the
successful planning and implementation
of these focus area will be the
identification, planning and installation of
critical infrastructure. 

Could you please advise us of the planning
that is occurring for the future
infrastructure needs of these focus areas?



PROPERTY COUNCIL OF AUSTRALIA

LEVEL 1, 48-50 SMITH STREET

DARWIN INNOVATION HUB

DARWIN NT 0800

GPO BOX 2200

DARWIN NT 0801

RPALMER@PROPERTYCOUNCIL.COM.AU

WWW.PROPERTYCOUNCIL.COM.AU



From: Planning NTG
To: John-Paul MacDonagh; Stacey Kelly
Subject: FW: "PA2022/0011 No location specified" - New Application Submitted
Date: Friday, 25 March 2022 7:40:03 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg

From: Dianne Bensley <Dianne.Bensley@nt.gov.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 24 March 2022 4:20 PM
To: Planning NTG <Planning.NTG@nt.gov.au>
Subject: RE: 'PA2022/0011 No location specified' - New Application Submitted

Good afternoon,
I have reviewed the Proposal to amend the NT Planning Scheme 2020 to include the Holtze to
Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan and can confirm that Heritage Branch has no issues
with the proposal.
Regards,
Di

Dianne Bensley
Senior Heritage Officer, Heritage Branch
Community Participation and Inclusion
Territory Families, Housing and Communities

Floor 1, JHV2- Jape Home Maker Village, 356 Bagot Road, Millner
PO Box 37037 Winnellie NT 0821

t. 08 8999 5051
w. tfhc.nt.gov.au

I acknowledge Aboriginal people as the Traditional Owners of the country I work on, and their
connection to land and community. I pay my respect to all Traditional Owners, and to the Elders both
past and present.

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 and delete the email.  No
representation is given that attached files are free from viruses or other defects. Scanning for viruses is recommended.

From: Planning NTG <Planning.NTG@nt.gov.au> 
Sent: Friday, 18 March 2022 5:11 AM
To: Heritage Branch <Heritage.Branch@nt.gov.au>
Subject: 'PA2022/0011 No location specified' - New Application Submitted

Dear Department of Tourism and Culture - Heritage,
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A proposed planning scheme amendment to Proposal to amend the NT Planning
Scheme 2020 to include the Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan as
a policy document at (no address specified) is to be subject to a 28 day public
exhibition period, commencing 18/03/2022 and closing on 15/04/2022.

This application can be viewed and comments can be made through ILIS until
15/04/2022.

If you have an enquiries, please feel free to contact Lands Planning Darwin, 8999
8963.

Kind Regards,
Lands Planning

https://www.ilis.nt.gov.au/ilis/I2?pageId=planning.application&tabToOpen=Submissions&ilis_entity_id=111906180
https://www.ilis.nt.gov.au/ilis/I2


Charles Mangion 
Director Land Planning and Regulation  
Brindabella Business Park (BP26-1-A052) 
PO Box 7925 
Department of Defence 
CANBERRA BC ACT 2610 
: (02) 5109 5177
: charles.mangion@defence.gov.au

ID-EP-DLP&R/OUT/2021/BS25500477 

Secretariat  
NT Planning Commission 
GPO Box 1680 
DARWIN  NT  0801  

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: HOLTZE TO ELIZABETH RIVER SUBREGIONAL LAND USE PLAN- STAGE 
TWO

The Department of Defence (Defence) would like thank the NT Planning Commission for the 
opportunity to comment on the draft Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 
2022 (the draft plan), which is currently on public notification. Defence understands that the 
draft plan is informed by the Darwin Regional Land Use Plan but provides more detail on the 
strategic rail, road and utility corridors as well as future land use. The study area is focused 
around the Town Centre of Palmerston which is to the south of Robertson Barracks and the 
east of RAAF Base Darwin. 

Defence understands that the Northern Territory Planning Commission is under increasing 
pressure to supply additional land in Darwin to support urban growth. Whilst Defence 
acknowledges the need for urban growth and development in Darwin, it also requests that 
plans for future development consider Defence requirements and protect Defence facilities 
from incompatible and encroaching development. 

Defence is concerned with the proposed change to land use to the south of Robertson 
Barracks. Robertson Barracks is a major operational base and a key component of Australia’s 
Defence capability.  Defence notes that the plan proposes that land adjoining the southern 
boundary of the barracks be rezoned from Rural to urban and peri-urban. As Defence 
activities result in excessive noise and vibration, this has the potential to cause nuisance for 
future residents, which may in turn limit Defence’s ability to conduct operations without 
disruption. 

As such, Defence requests a more considered approach be taken with the identification of land 
in this area and suggests either the implementation of an open space buffer along the southern 
boundary of Roberston Barracks, or retention of the current rural land use zone in order to 
protect the Defence estate from encroachment. 

More broadly, Defence requests assurance that any future urban development proposals 
proximate to Defence bases and training areas will consider their potential to impact on 
Defence activities.  
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2 

Defending Australia and its National Interests

In particular, Defence requests that future planning for development around Defence bases 
and training areas continues to have regard to planning considerations in relation to: 

 aircraft noise and training area noise and vibrations;
 aircraft safety ie Defence (Aviation Area) Regulations;
 bird strike;
 security; and
 traffic and access.

In summary, Defence greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate in the ongoing 
strategic planning for Darwin and would welcome an opportunity to discuss the content of 
this advice further with a representative from the Commission. For future contact, please note 
my nominated point of contact is Adam Murray contactable at 
land.planning@defence.gov.au. 

Yours sincerely, 

Charles Mangion 
Director Land Planning & Regulation 

26 November 2021 

mailto:land.planning@defence.gov.au


Charles Mangion 
Director Land Planning and Regulation 
Estate Planning Branch 
Brindabella Business Park (BP26-1-A053) 
PO Box 7925 
Department of Defence 
CANBERRA BC ACT 2610 
: (02) 6266 8291
: Charles.mangion@defence.gov.au

Defending Australia and its National Interests 

ID-EP-DLP&R/OUT/2022/BS25436313 

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

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: HOLTZE TO ELIZABETH RIVER SUBREGIONAL LAND USE PLAN - STAGE 3 
CONSULTATION - EXHIBITION OF PROPOSED PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT 

The Department of Defence (Defence) would like thank the NT Department of Infrastructure 
Planning and Logistics for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to amend the NT Planning 
Scheme to include the Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan 2022 (the Plan). 
Defence understands that the Stage 3 Plan provides more detail on the strategic rail, road and utility 
corridors as well as future land use. The study area is south of Robertson Barracks and east of RAAF 
Base Darwin.  

Defence provided comments regarding the Stage 2 draft Plan in November 2021 which are enclosed. 
The comments provided in the previous response are still relevant and should be considered as part 
of any subsequent amendments to the planning scheme, including for this Land Use Plan. 

Defence remains concerned with the proposed change to land use to the south of Robertson Barracks 
that will rezone the land for urban use. Defence notes that the current Stage 3 Plan (figure 15: Holtze 
– Kownadi Land Use Concept), includes an open space, road and rail corridor buffer along the
southern boundary of Roberston Barracks.  The inclusion of such a buffer is supported by Defence,
however it should be noted that Defence activities result in excessive noise and vibration and this has
the potential to cause nuisance for future residents in this area.

Defence greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate in the ongoing strategic planning for 
Darwin and would welcome an opportunity to discuss the content of this advice further with 
representative from the Commission. My point of contact is Mr Tim Hogan contactable at 
land.planning@defence.gov.au or by telephone on (02) 5109 7933. 
Yours sincerely 

Charles Mangion 
Director Land Planning & Regulation 

12 April 2022 

Enclosure 

1. Defence correspondence dated 23 April 2020 – Draft Northern Territory Planning Scheme 202
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14 April 2022 

Minister for Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics 
Department Contact: John-Paul McDonagh 
Phone: (08) 8999 8963 
Email: planning.ntg@nt.gov.au  

PA2022/0011 Adoption of HERSLUP as a 
Policy Document in the NT Planning Scheme 2020 

Litchfield Council (Council) thanks the Minister for Infrastructure, Planning and Logistics (DIPL), 
the Hon Eva Lawler, for the opportunity to provide a submission on amending the NT Planning 
Scheme 2020 through PA2022/0011. It is recognised that undertaking a Planning Scheme 
Amendment (PSA) to include the ‘Holtze to Elizabeth River Subregional Land Use Plan’ (HERSLUP) 
as a policy document is the logical next step required after drafting. 

Council has worked diligently to undertake future planning for the Litchfield municipality, 
including through the strategic work it has been a part of as a Project Control Group (PCG) 
member for the drafting of the HERSLUP document. Council has appreciation the manner it was 
heard on matters within PCGs, with concerns raised resulting in changes throughout the 
HERSLUP drafting stages. 

Moving forward, Council will continue to strive to achieve the best possible outcomes, 
specifically in the accommodation of future urbanisation slated for Greater Holtze / Kowandi 
area. 

Council is committed to supporting the localities of rural-type amenity, whilst encouraging the 
key community growth regions formulated through its Area Plans. These establish crucial mixed-
use activity centres, and Council sees opportunities to further realise these stemming from the 
prosed PSA. 

As such, the PSA is not considered a departing point for future planning, but a first step in 
continued collaboration between Litchfield Council and the relevant Northern Territory 
Government departments and agencies. 

It is of utmost importance to Council and the community it represents, that it plays a leading 
strategic role in planning for the servicing and development of the future Litchfield community. 

Attachment B16

mailto:council@litchfield.nt.gov.au
http://www.litchfield.nt.gov.au/
mailto:planning.ntg@nt.gov.au


Tel (08) 8983 0600     • 
7 Bees Creek Road, Freds Pass NT 0822 

Fax (08) 8983 1165   •   Email council@litchfield.nt.gov.au 
• PO Box 446 Humpty Doo NT 0836   •   www.litchfield.nt.gov.au 

ABN: 45 018 934 501

Council is already dedicating resources to planning for the servicing of future communities and 
emphasises the need for cooperation between Territory and Local Governments. A primary 
example of this is the need to dedicate appropriately zoned land for Council to accommodate 
waste and recycle depots as response to its planned future kerbside rubbish pick-up in more 
intensive residential settings. 

Council has been open to negotiating this, with past discussions at officer level between Council 
and DIPL regarding land-swap. These conversations must continue. 

In summary, Council supports the PSA to adopt HERSLUP as a formal policy document, and looks 
forward to continuing to plan together for the region’s growth into the future. 

Please feel free to contact me directly at Council on (08) 9083 0632 should you require 
any further discussion in relation to this  response. 

Yours faithfully, 

Leon Kruger 
General Manager, Infrastructure and Operations 

mailto:council@litchfield.nt.gov.au
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