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Appendix A — Community survey report



RESULTS REPORT - APRIL 2022

SCOTTS HEAD VILLAGE COMMUNITY SURVEY -
proposed Ingenia development
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The Scotts Head Community Group acknowledges the Traditional Custodians of this land, the Gumbaynggirr people. We
pay our respects to them, and to all the First Nations people of Australia including their respective individual cultures, and

their Elders past, present and future.



HIGHLIGHTS

e 238 survey responses were received.

o 71.4% (170) were permanent residents of Scotts Head (renters or
homeowners.

e 81.5% (194) opposed the Ingenia proposal.

e The top three concerns were:

o Increase in traffic, parking and road safety issues - 94% (202)
o Impact to community services, like medical services - 92.6% (199)
o Scale and speed of population growth in Scotts Head - 88.4% (190)

e 84.5% (120) of over-55 homeowners said they would never or were
unlikely to consider selling their home to purchase a manufactured
dwelling in the Ingenia development.



Background
We asked the community to complete a simple, four question anonymous survey to

understand how people felt about the proposal by Ingenia Lifestyles to build a
manufactured housing estate of 250 dwellings for up to 500 over-55s on a bushland site
just before the entrance to Scotts Head village.

When did the survey open and close?
The survey was released on 13 April 2022 and closed at mid-day 27 April 2022 (two
weeks).

How was the survey publicised?

Information about the survey and the link was sent to email distribution lists of the
Scotts Head Community Group. It was also shared on the Scotts Head Community
Group Facebook page and 60 hard copies were distributed.

Could anyone complete the survey?
Yes. The survey was open to anyone to undertake and we asked the community to
share it widely.

How did we prevent the same person submitting multiple survey responses?
The survey was designed on Google Forms and included a requirement for an email to
be provided. Survey responses were then manually checked for repeat email
addresses. We also reviewed survey results daily to check for any unusual activity or
patterns over time - none were observed.

How many surveys were submitted?

238 survey responses were received in the two week period. 227 were entered on-line;
11 were provided in hard-copy and entered by the survey team. Not all responses
answered all four survey questions.

170 responses were from permanent residents of Scotts Head, which is almost 25% of
the adult population of the village.’

Why don’t the numbers add up to 100%? - rounding of results
When summarising results, Google Forms rounds numbers to one decimal point - so
the percentage results below do not always add to exactly 100%.

' Based on ABS 2016 Scotts Head profile, accounting for people 20 years and over -
https://www.abs.gov.au/census/find-census-data/quickstats/2016/SSC13508



What are the results? (as above - these are rounded to one decimal place
and do not always add to exactly 100%)

Q1. We asked people to tell us whether they were a permanent or non-
permanent resident of Scotts Head or the Nambucca Valley, or whether
they were just visiting the area.

e 238 responses were received to Q1.

- 71.4% (170) were permanent residents of Scotts Head (renters
or homeowners

- 10.9% (26) were non-permanent residents of Scotts Head (holiday
property owners and others)

- 9.2% (22) were visitors or only staying temporarily in Scotts Head

- 7.1% (17) were a permanent resident living in another part of the
Nambucca Valley

- 0.8% (2) were non-permanent residents living in another part of the

Nambucca Valley

1 (0.4%) was in the “other” (undisclosed) category,

@ | am a permanent resident of Scotts
Head (renter or homeowner)

@ | am a permanent resident living in
another part of the Nambucca Valley (...

¢ | am a non-permanent resident of Scoits
Head (holiday property owners and ot...

@ | am a non-permanent resident living in
another part of the Nambucca Valley (...

@ | am a visitor or only staying temporari...
@ Other




Q2. We asked people: “Based on what you know about the proposed
Ingenia Lifestyle manufactured housing development at Scotts Head, how
would you describe your views about it?”
e 238 responses were received to Q2.
- 81.5% (194) opposed the proposal.

- 12.2% (29) supported the proposal

- 6.3% (15) were undecided about the proposal.

@ | support the proposal
@ | am undecided about the proposal
@ | oppose the proposal




Q3. We asked people: “If you have concerns about the proposed Ingenia
Lifestyles manufactured housing development, what are they? Tick all the
concerns you may have”.

215 responses were received to Q3.

The top concerns in order were as follows - tied concerns are listed together.

aORs LN

o

10.
11.
12.
13.

Increase in traffic, parking and road safety issues - 94% (202)
Impact to community services, like medical services - 92.6% (199)
Scale and speed of population growth in Scotts Head - 88.4% (190)
Impact to infrastructure, like sewer, water and power supply - 87.4% (188)
a) Impact to roads from additional vehicles (wear and tear) - 87% (187)
b) Precedent for other future development - 87% (187)
Loss of native bushland and animal habitat - 83.7% (180)
Impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage (including potential loss of Aboriginal
sites) - 80% (172)
a) Impact to the sense of community - 79.5% (171)
b) Cumulative impacts of this and other development - 79.5% (171)
a) Cost of supplying community and infrastructure services - 79.1% (170)
b) Impact to emergency services, RFS, SES and ambulance - 79.1% (170)
Impact to local Council funding and resources - 72.6% (156)
Bushfire risk - 69.8% (150)
Flood risk - 65.6% (141)
Visual or amenity impacts - 63.3% (136)

Individual “other” comments against the proposal included:
o increases in people, use of the boat ramp, dogs/faeces on the beach
o social impacts of a gated community, demographic change and
unlikely to free up housing for young families
o different rate payments, lack of council services, inappropriate
growth

Individual “other” comments supporting the proposal included:
o “It's only going to do good to the town”
o “These are just fabricated excuses”
o “It's fantastic” and “Will be good as not enough restaurants”.



Q4. We asked: ”If you are a homeowner over the age of 55, how likely are
you to consider selling your home in Scotts Head or the Nambucca Valley
to then purchase a manufactured dwelling in the Ingenia development at
Scotts Head?
e 236 responses were received to Q4.
- 39.8% (94) said the question was not applicable to them as they
were under 55 or not a homeowner.
e Of the remaining 142 responses from over-55 homeowners:
- 84.5% (120) said “No - never” or “Unlikely”
- 9.9% (14) said “Yes - definitely” or “Likely”

- 5.6% (8) were “Unsure”.



Appendix B - Community petition — 272 signatures



PETITION

TO: oouuuuoas, NAMBUCCA VALLEY COUNCIL

We, the undersigne,

d residents of the Nam
Housing Estate on

bucca Valley Council, hereby express our serious concemns about the proposed Ingenia Manufactured
Scotts Head Road.
The proposed development will have serious negative impacts on re:

The devel Pment is not in keeping with the small-scale resident
ecologically sustainable development in an area that is currently z
aboriginal community.

sidents inthe im mediate area and the Nambucca Valley more broadly.
o

ial nature of the surrounding area, is inconsistent with the principles of
oned for rural use and is potentially damaging to sites of significance to our
re, increase
tomedical services and

se the population of Scotts Head by over one-third, will place enormous strain on physical
costs for the maintenance of
f
and services would also

areas of common use and resultin added pressure on community services such as access
acilities, which are alreadyina

dequate tomeet community needs. The limited and reduced access to community facilities
be felt by residents of the proposed estate.
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