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Executive Summary: Coastal Hazard Risk & Environmental
Issues in Amendment C172egqip

Introduction

Amendment C172egip proposes to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan
(2016, updated 2023) into the East Gippsland Planning Scheme. This involves rezoramgl

from Farming Zone to General Residential, applying a Development Plan Overlay, and other
planning controls. Given the sensitive coastal setting adjacent to Lake King and the Gippsland
Lakes Ramsar wetlands, the Amendment raises several critical issue&ey concerns include:

1 Coastal Hazard Risk & Sea Level Rise:Reliance on a static2.8 m AHD contour as the
development exclusion line,is based on outdated modelling, which may inadequately
protect against longterm inundation and erosion risks.

1 Biodiversity Protection : Potential long term impacts on internationally significant
Ramsar wetlands coastal ecosystems, and protected species due to insufficient
ecological assessments and narrow coastal buffers.



1 Legal and Policy Compliance : Questions about alignment with thePlanning and
Environment Act 1987(e.g.orderly planning, addressing environmental effectsand
risk), Ministerial Direction No.13(coastal hazards), theMarine and Coastal Policy 2020
and biodiversityprotection requirements.

T Structure Planning & Adaptive Management : Gaps in the structure planning process,
including outdated or missing studies, lack of probabilistic and compound hazard
assessment, deferral of critical investigations to postrezoning stages, absence of
adaptive planning measures, andong-term risks of privatising lowlying foreshore land,
potentially undermining coastal ecosystems, public access and infrastructure
resilience.

This executive summary provides a formal overview of these issues, supported by evidence and
current best-practice guidance, to assist the Planning Panel in reviewing Amendment
C172egip.

Coastal Hazard Risk: Inadequacy of then2 8HD Benchmark
N6Ww &R0T &1 Ucaasthl Hagdrdmitigation ilto prohibit development below2.8m

AHD, effectively using this contour as a fixed coastal hazard line. This threshold originates from
adding 0.8m of projected sea level rise by 2100 to an estimated 1% AEP flood level (-2

from earlier studies. However, the data underpinning this approach notably the Gippsland
Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessmer014 (LCHAY is outdated and was never intended for
fine-grained land use planningCritically, the LCHA 2014 onlynodelled Sea Level Rise
scenarios to 2040 and did not extend to the 2100 horizon required by polidprcing reliance on
tuecRaqec qR2IWEt + 20 GaqRYUt OWNGEWWx9c Kkt Weceaqd VYl t WHC2a
before applying its outputs to planning. In short, basing longerm development limits onlimited
modelling and simplified mapping of dynamic coastal processesT provides a poor foundation

for risk management.

Advances in Hazard Projections

Since 2014, climate science and coastal modelling have advancedonsiderably. Recent

studies by CSIRO in 202and Mclmes (2024)indicate the likelihood of more frequent extreme
inundation events and fasterthan-anticipated sea level risefor the Gippsland coast. Best
practice hazard assessments, such as théPort Phillip Bay Coastal Hazard Assessment
(PPBCHA 2022)employ probabilistic models and highresolution hydrodynamic simulations to
capture a range of scenarios and uncertainties. Updated Victorian guidelines (e.§.RH#q Y| R¢ Bt 1O
Resilient Coast 2022 now recommendrisk-based approachesthat consider probabilistic
outcomes and higherend sealevel rise scenariosbeyond the minimum 0.8m by 2100. The
CSIRUOs new probabilistic inundation mapping for East Gippsland, for example, integrates
projections from the IPCC Sixth Assessment (AR6) and includes allowances for wave setup. In
contrast, the Amendments 2.8m AHD benchmark is adeterministic, single-scenario

approach. It assumes a uniform rise in still water level and fails to account farompound

events (simultaneous high riverine flows and storm surgestorm-tide dynamics, wave run-up,
and coastal erosion feedbacks No safety margin (freeboard) was added to the 018 sea level
rise, and no probability analysis was applied, meaning the 2.8 line effectively represents only
a mid-range scenario and could be overtopped under more extreme but plausiblvents.

Policy Requirements
Relying on a simplistic contour fails to satisfy Victorian coastal planning policyClause 13.01-



1S (Climate Change Impactsand Ministerial Direction 13mandate planning forsea level rise of

at least 0.8m by 2100 and considering the combined effects of tides, storm surges, coastal

processes, and local topography They also emphasize using thbest available science and
dataforlong-qIJ1 G WI Rt t Wet + 3t + aWUqt OWNS DWEq¢E qUlkt WAGe UURU
directing that planning decisions avoid or minimize future hazard exposurBy using upto-date

benchmarks and not just historical data. Notably, since 2021, Victorian policy has removed the

earlier 2040 horizon; planning now focuses on th2100 timeframe for greenfield and growth

Cl WeWl W2RBaYGaWUqWI 2 0WaqY Wa o6 WIWa Y UON Wi-Ra0Mbdem Wet + gt K
(ending 2040) as the basis for zoning decisions falls short of this obligation. It conflicts with the
precautionary approach embedded in theMarine and Coastal Policy 2020which stipulates

that coastal hazard riskmust be assessed using current data and in an integrated mannée.g.

considering erosion and inundation together).

Lack of Adaptive Planning

Beyond the numeric benchmark, a fundamental concern is the lack of aadaptive

management strategy The Amendment fixes the urban boundary at ~2r8 AHD without
proposing anyfuture adjustment mechanism or monitoringin light of evolving climate data.
There is no stageddaptation plan or defined trigger (e.g. if sea levels track above projections or
storm events increase) that would allow policy to adjust over time. This rigidity is at odds with
modern coastal planning principles that encourage flexible adaptation pathways. The Marine
and Coastal Act 2018 principles, for instance, promotalynamic planningthat can respond to
new information and avoidG¢ q 6 WT WGP UT JUR! Wab ¢ qi el t WagYWmdcdcel
development to a static line maypreclude later adaptation optionsand nature-based solutions.
For example, if the hazard line is underestimated, future coastal deferes or retreat options
could be severely constrained by private developmentr roadinfrastructure immediately
landward.

Infrastructure and Public Land Vulnerability

By not adopting a more conservative buffer, the Amendment exposes public assets and
foreshore open space to hazard risks. Critical infrastructure such as the foreshommads,
walking trails and parksnear Lake King could face unmitigated inundation or erosion damage
under higher sealevel futures. The 2.8n AHD line runs very close to therojected future
shoreline in places, leaving a narrow strip of public land. Projections for 2100 indicate that
much of the land below 2.8m AHD (the current foreshore reserve) will bsequently and
eventually permanently inundated essentially meaning thepublic foreshore will be submerged
or erode away This phenomenon, known agoastal squeeze could result in the loss of public
foreshore access and recreation space as the coast recedes into what will by thenill likely be
approaching private property. No allowance for inland migration of the shoreline or wetlands
has been madebeyond the fixed line. Thus, over time, the community could lose both valuable
ecosystem buffers and foreshore amenity. Th@ublic safety aspect is also noteworthyT future
residents in areas just above 2.8n could find their properties and access roads increasingly
isolated by floods, and Council may face pressure for engineering solutions (e.g. seawalls or
levees) that are costly and environmentally damaging. In summary, theeterministic 2.8 m
AHD benchmark is an inadequate and risky basi®r long-term land use planning in this coastal
context, given its dependence on outdated data, its omission of critical risk factors, and its
inflexibility to adapt to worsening hazard scenariosltis also worth noting thatthe evidence did
not include anyhazard mappingwhatsoever, which isunusual omission for a hydrology ard
flooding report.



Biodiversity and Coastal Ecosystems Protection

The subject land and its surrounds possess high environmental values linked to the Gippsland
Lakes, a Ramsailisted wetland system of international significance. The coastal fringe includes
habitats such asEstuarine Swamp Scrub and Coastal SaltmarsfEcological Vegetation
Classes) that are classified as Endangereth Victoria. Field surveysby Bird Life EasGippsland
(albeit limited) have recorded at leaskight migratory bird species protected under the EPBC
Actzt RUNDWa6 W Rkt Ws Wad ¢ U1 t -nbckad S, Bhaiptailedy | DAWRUHAG 2
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federally T has a nationally significant population in the immediate vicinitywith the adjacent
subdivision declared a controlled action by the Commonwealth and currently awaiting review

at VCAT To theeastthe land directlyadjoins the Ramsar wetlands at Point Fullartorand likely
serves as supporting habitat and a buffer for these wetlands. Such habitats are dynamic and
will shift with the shoreline over coming decades; hence, maintaining generous buffers is
critical to allow wetland migration inlandas sea levels rise.

Inadequate Environmental Assessment:

Despite these known values, the structure planning process didot include a comprehensive
flora and fauna assessment upfront A detailed ecological study was only completed in 2024
cnaqlll Waé W ql 2 Hae | Tihes@itigahd Hlas wab formialatéd myith Rritdt= M= O LW
ecological data. Important features (e.g. seasonal wetlands, wildlife corridors, rare flora/fauna
occurrences) were not mapped or considered in the initial land use layout. This belated
approach contravenes theavoidance principlein both state and Commonwealth

environmental policy. Clause 12.01:1S (Protection of Biodiversity)n the Planning Scheme
urges that planningavoid habitat removal, especially of rare or threatened species, and
strategically plan for biodiversity retention Similarly, theGuidelines for Removal of Native
Vegetation(under Clause 12.012S) require planners tcavoid, then minimize, and only as a last
resort, offset native vegetation loss with areas of high biodiversity value identified early at the
strategic stage. In this case, no such upfront avoidance mapping was dorefor example,a 0.8
ha patch of endangered Swamp Scrub vegetation werdestroyed potentially without a permit,
and endangered Plains GrassWoodland with recorded sitings o Lathamis snipeis slated for
drainage infrastructure withoutan alternative site assessment, highlighting serious compliance

gaps.

Impacts on Ramsar Wetlands and Fauna

The lack of robust ecological planning raises the risk of indirect and cumulative impacts on the

adjacent Ramsar wetland. Increased stormwater runoff, pollution, and human disturbance

from new urban development could degrade water quality and habitatin th LG ¢ t Ik + WG ¢ | NRUY
UYqW#HeE!l Wnedda! WGeUeNIT IOWNGWWGI YGYH ¢kt W qVYl Gsc¢aqlll
protecting downstream ecological values. Moreover, by drawing the urban growth boundary at

the 2.8 m contour with minimal additional setback, the Amendment leavedittle room for

wetlands to retreat inland, virtually guaranteeing anet loss of wetland area and biodiversityas

inundation progresses. This is contrary to Clause 12.02S (Marine and Coastal Environment),

which calls for enhancing coastal ecosystems and allowingnatural coastal processesto

continue. Good practice would provide a generous buffer zone above the current highater

g¢l t WaVY Wimigratiehi BRIY @ tirifie B dlo ¢ iz | 1 130 q WG barelywitedlH Y ¢ + q ¢
than the hazard extent itself The failure to plan forcoastal habitat migration could put Council

at odds with its obligations under theEnvironmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
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(EPBC) Act 1999which protects listed migratory species and Ramsar sites. Before rezoning, a
referral under the EPBC Actvould normally be prudent to determine if the action (urban
development) is likely to significantly impact those values. Deferring such considerations until
after rezoning not only risks norcompliance with federal law, but also creates uncertainty for
developers and the community.

BiodiversityPlanningand Compliance

N6 JWGac UURUNDWEaqdY!l Ra! Wiet qWeat YwarYUt RT JI WéRHqVYI
development of the Paynesville growth area will remove native vegetation (as it likely will, given

the presence ofwetlands, remnant scrub and trees), therbq) 61 U Gwllc GGl Y¢ HE Wbi¢c 2 YR
minimize, offset) should guide the structure plan. It appears the Amendment has not

demonstrated how avoidance was maximized key vegetation stands were not earmarked for
protection, nor were alternative design solutions (like realigning drainage or roads) explored to

save high-value habitat. UnderClause 12.01-2S, if clearing is unavoidable, any permitted

clearing would require an approved Habitat hectare assessment and offset stratedpefore

rezoning or permits Offsets must be secured to achieve no net loss, usually of the same

vegetation type, potentially at significant cost and often offsite. TheNative Vegetation

Guidelines (Department of Environment, 2017&xplicitly state that strategic planning should

identify areas for retention and ensure offsets can be arranged ahead of time. By not doing this

the Amendmentis approach ofy | IJAY URUNIOUY 5 erléks tumiddtive Rnpdatidioe q 1J1 CO
being fully considered at the strategic stage, contrary tpolicy and runs the risk ofplanning

dead-ends, where development plans cannot meet offset requirements or trigger the need for

costly changes. In summary, biodiversity concerns underscore the need for a much more

cautious approach: one that fully assesses environmental constraints prior to rezoningral

secures adequate protective measures (like expanded reserves or stronger overlays) in the

planning schemenow, rather than hoping to retroactively fix environmental conflicts at permit

stage.

Legal and Policy Compliance
Planning and Environment Act 1987AJnder Section 12(2)(b) of the Act, a planning authority
must consider environmental effects of a scheme amendment, and under 12(2)(c) thsocial
and economic effects. The issues outlinedr from increased flood risk to loss of public open
space and environmental degradationr are directly relevant to these statutory tests. For
example, failing to adequately plan for sea level rise could impose future costs on the
community (an economic effect) and reduce public safety and menity (social effects). The
Hakt WYHATWUHRqR2 It WSentibhGHiidclida/R0IDHERIURIE IRIH@ME RIdc + ¢ Uq A LI
FenllWs Y1t RUNALWG R2 RUN Wednd i NIH 121 CEG]R?LNTlJ.IdCUU.IJHJ.llU\ELRJl cYURIRX
He RGT RUNt AWIE!T et WY WYaqd6 1l WGHEeHD Ws 6 RAG We 1 WY n s LW
ROGYI qc¢ UHIIWaq Y WRyd@ddehtially éxposithRutute residents to known climate risks
and by not safeguarding the natural coastal assets, the Amendment may be inconsistent with
these objectives. ThePanel will need to examine whether thatrategic justification is sufficient
and whether aNet Community Benefitis achieved, given the tradeoffs involved.

Ministerial Direction No. I8Managing Coastal Hazards and Climate

ChangeThis Direction is directly relevant to Amendment C172egip, as it applies to planning

scheme amendments in coastal areas. MD13 compels planning authorities toonsider and
apply the policies of Clause 13.0312S(discussed above) and ensure thaplanning for coastal
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development includes sea level rise of 0.8n by 2100and 100-year floodevents, plus

allowances for storm surge and other coastal processes. The Direction effectively prohibits
amendments that would facilitate development in areas at risk of coastal hazards unless those
risks are mitigated or acceptable. In reviewing C172egip, the Paneilixexamine whether the
justification for the chosen 2.8m AHD line meets MD1& test of using best available science
and planning for worstcase scenarios. Given that the Amendment relies on 2014 hazard
assessment thatonly modelled sea level rise to2040A Waq 6 131 W WRY We WHI 3T RAGIIWE N
requirements have not been fully met. Furthermore, MD13 expectssirategic approach to
coastal adaptation T not just drawing lines on a map, but demonstrating how risks will be
managed. No evidence of an adaptive management framework (e.g. planned retreat options or
design responses for infrastructure) has been presented, which could be seen as a compliance

gap.
Marine and Coastal Act 2018 & Policy 20k not a statutory planning

document in the same way, the Marine and Coastal Act and its Policy provide important context
and guiding principlesthat planning authorities are expected to heed (and indeed Clause 12.02
1S embeds many of these principles). Relevant principles includéntegrated Management
(coordinate land and marine planningr in this case, ensure the structure plan meshes with
foreshore management plans) Ecosystem-Based Management(protect natural coastal

systems and their ability to alapt), and the Precautionary Principle(where there are threats of
serious environmental damage or risk to life/property, lack of full certainty should not postpone
preventative measures). ThéMarine & Coastal Policy 2020, Policy 6.14pecifically states that
planning and managing coastal hazard risknust use the best available information and adopt a
risk-based approach Implementing C172egip as currently drafted with known data

limitations and no probabilistic risk evaluationT appears inconsistent withthis directive.
Additionally, the Marine & Coastal Strategy 2022 (a nestatutory but relevant policy document)
calls for early identification of coastal vulnerabilities in planning processes By deferring

detailed coastal hazard mapping and ecological assessment to thdevelopment plan stage
(post-rezoning), the Amendment reverses the preferred sequence. This GG ¢ UG ¢ q 1 wll¢ GGl
undermines the intent of having strategic planning be proactive and evidenedriven. It also
raises procedural fairness issuesr the community and agencies have not had opportunity

during the amendment exhibition to scrutinize cucial studies (since some were not done yebr
shared - even with Councilplanners), which is contrary to the transparent, informed decision
making principles in the Act.

Structure Planning and Adaptive Management Issues

Deferred Studies and UncertaintyA wellprepared structure plan for a growth area should be
underpinned by comprehensive technical studies (drainage, traffic, environmental, hazard,
etc.) to ensure the chosen land use configuration is sound. In the case of Paynesville, many
supporting studies wereincomplete or outdated at the time of plan formulation. For instance,
the drainage/flood modelingused was based on the 2016&tructure plan layout, which was
again used in the 2023 modelThecoastal hazard analysiswas rudimentary and did not meet
best practice. The draftCoastal Hazard Vulnerability Assessmentvas not exhibited and is of
guestionable value, given dateanomalies and flawed erosion mapping Key environmental and
cultural heritage assessments were either not done or done very late (a cultural heritage
desktop assessment occurred in 2024, and flora/fauna surveys similarly in 2024). This
sequencing means the Amendment was advanced on giecemeal evidence base increasing
the risk ofsurprises later (e.g. discovering a threatened species or unstable sodnd
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unanticipated erosion riskthat necessitates a major redesign). It also means the community

has had difficulty understanding and commenting on the full impacts during the amendment
stage, since many details are left to a future Development Plan. This practioan be described
as seezone now, gather thedetailed evidence latem; potentially leading to adhoc revisions or

secondary consents to fix issues that should have been resolved upfront.

Lack of Integrated Coastal Planning

The Amendment in its current form appears to handle coastal matters in isolation rather than
holistically. The decision to align thePCRZboundary with the 2.8m contour was made late in
the process, reportedly in response to submissions. While setting a development setback is
prudent, doing sosolely by elevation, without integrating ecological or geomorphological data
is problematic. The new urban boundarglisregards natural featurest for example, it cuts
through what was once contiguous habitat, without consideration for creating a logical
ecological reserveboundary. A truly integrated coastal plan would considecoastal processes
and biodiversity together for instance, using a foreshore reserve that follows natural vegetation
lines or topographic breaks, not just an elevation contour. There is also no indication that the
plan aligns with anyForeshore Management Plamr Coastal and Marine Management Plafor
the adjacent public land. Ideally, the structure plan and foreshore management would be
coordinated to ensure, say, that future residents haveontinued foreshore trackaccess, that
coastal protective vegetation is maintained, and that any necessary adaptation infrastructure
(like boardwalks) can be accommodated. Thdack of a coordinated approachraises concern
that the development could proceed without adequate measures to protect or enhance the
coastal public realm, leading to a piecemeal, reactive management of issues as they arisex
hallmark of poor coastal planning.

Public Foreshore and Amenﬁy'mentioned, the narrow buffer provided by the

2.8m AHD line could eventually result in the effectiverivatisation of the foreshore Once the
public land seaward of that line succumbs to the lake (by around 2100 or earlier under higimd

b #JU0UC RYt b Alqg 6 1J Lpatentsally abatpeyatedisRRlbliesdtiees? @ldng the shore
could be lost or require expensive interventions to maintain. This outcome contravenes
longstanding coastal policy in Victoria which holds thadevelopment should be set back
sufficiently to retain public access and protect coastal Crown land It may also conflict with
Clause 12.022S (Coastal Crown Landyvhich generally discourages alienation of coastal

Crown land and seeks to maintain public coastal corridors. The Panel should consider whether
awider coastal reserveor different zoning (e.genlarged Public Conservation and Resource
Zone) would be more appropriate to ensure a resilient, publicly accessible foreshore in
perpetuity. Furthermore, thevisual impact on the coastal landscape is a concerrr the site is
subject to a Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO2 for Gippsland Lakes) recognizing the scenic
guality of theridgelines andlakeshore. Removing that SLO and introducing urban development
will alter views from the lake and opposite shore. Usually, a visual impact assessment or design
guidelines would be warranted to manage this, but none has been provided. Thus, the
amendment shows signs ofincomplete integration of landscape planning

Infrastructure Resilience and Costis structure plan needs to ensure that
infrastructure (roads, drainage, water, sewer, etc.) is both feasible to deliver and resilient to
future conditions. Placing infrastructure in lowlying areas can be both physically risky and
financially burdensome over the long term. For example, a foreshore road or lakeside path at
just above current high tide may frequently flood as sea levels rise, requiring raising or
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armouring. Stormwater drainage infrastructure will need to account for backwater effects when

lake levels are high. If not, urban flooding could worsen or water may not drain during extreme

events. TheAmendment documentation does not transparently detail how infrastructure has

been climate-proofed. It defers many such details to the Development Plan stage, but by then

the principle of development in that location is set. The&conomic viability of the growth area

could be undermined by unaccountedfor adaptation costs T for instance, the need for

pumping stations, levees, or road retrofitting that were not considered in the initial cogbenefit

analysis. Amore conservative planning approache.g. avoiding the lowest parts altogether,

clustering development on higher ground, requiring developers to contribute to adaptation

measures) could significantly reduce these future liabilities. This aligns with prudent financial

management under the At and general principles ofintergenerational equity(not leaving future

gend ¢ qRYUt Ws Ra6WE2YRT ¢HGUWG!I YAGWGE b OW qWGH 3t WU0q4AL
relatively superficial analysis of costs and benefits with potential long-term costs of climate
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examine critical issues like flood mitigation or ecological impacts is at odds with this guidance.

Need for Precaution and Adaptatim@ummary, the structure planning and

amendment process for C172egip show a pattern aiddressing key issues too lateand relying

on future planning stages to catch problems. This is risky in a coastal context where mistakes

can be irreversible (once land is subdivided and built upon, relocating development away from

an encroaching shoreline is extremely difficult). Aorecautionary approachwould entail

resolving most of these uncertaintiesbefore allowing the rezoning. This could mean updating

flood models, conducting full biodiversity surveys, engaging with coastal engineers and

ecologists to design an optimal reserve system, and only then proceeding with a planning

scheme change. The current appach, however, edges toward abl YAERI w WY n We W 2 130 Y Ga
pattern that may be maladaptive requiring either expensive engineering fixes or causing

avoidable loss of environmental and social values in the future. To avoid such maladaptation, it

is recommended that the Panel consider modifications or additional requirements (such as

expanded overlay controls, mandatory adaptive infrastructure plans, or revised boundaries) to

ensure resilient, sustainable developmentRU WA ¢! U0t 2 ROG UKt WHYCEt qecd W Jaaql

Conclusion and Recommendations

Amendment C172egip raises serious concerns regarding its treatment of coastal hazard risk,

environmental protection, and alignment with policy obligations. The use of static 2.8 m AHD

benchmark T drawn from early 2000s/2014 studies (e.g. Grayson et al. 2004; LCHA 2014

lieu of current probabilistic hazard datacontravenes the spirit of presentday coastal planning

practice and could expose the community to greater risk. The insufficiency &fuffers and

adaptive strategiesnot only threatens future residents and assets, but also the ecological

RUqUNI Rq! WYnWaé W] RGGH G¢UT Wx et 13wt !+ qudweUl Wad U
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Direction 13, the Planning Policy Frameworkand environmental laws, which collectively

demand acautious, well-informed planning approachin coastal areas.

To address these issues, the followingop 10 Planning and Policy Recommendatiorsre
Ynnidl OT WnY!l W6 WWAec UGkt WrRYUL RT Wl ¢qRYUa

14



Update Hazard Modellinggfore approval, require arupdated coastal hazard
assessmentusing latest probabilistic models (e.g. CSIRO 2024 data) to inform planning
controls, ensuring sea level rise, storm surge, wave action, and erosion are fully
accounted for.

Extend Coastal BufferBesignate awider foreshore reserve above 2.81 AHDto
allow for shoreline retreat and wetland migration beyond 2100. This may entail rezoning
additional low-lying land to Public Conservation or Recreation Zone to preserve public
amenity and environmental values.

Staged & Adaptive Plannimgplement anadaptive planning frameworkwith
triggers (e.qg. if sea level or flood frequency exceeds certain thresholds) apériodic
reviewof the coastal risk line. Incorporate adaptive pathways in the Development Plan
Overlay requiring development to respond to evolving hazard information.

Comprehensive Biodiversity Assessme@ainplete andintegrate a full flora
and fauna survey(including wetland ecology)prior to rezoning finalization. Use this to
identify no-go areas or require offsetaipfront for any native vegetation removal, in line
with the avoidtminimizeToffset hierarchy.

Strengthen Policy Complian@enend the proposal to explicitly comply with
Ministerial Direction 13and PPN53T e.g. by planning to the2100+ horizon, using0.8-1.1
SLR plusl.4 m SLR(sensitivity scenario) + allowances, and consulting the relevant
floodplain manager on the new data. Include a statement in the Explanatory Report
demonstrating how these requirements are met with updated evidence.

Incorporate Marine & Coastal Policy Princif#asure the amendment
upholds the Marine and Coastal Policy 202@rinciples by adopting aprecautionary,
ecosystem-based approach For instance, prioritizenature-based solutions (like
conserving saltmarsh as acoastal buffer) over future seawalls, and coordinate with
coastal managers for integrated foreshore planning.

Retain Public Access and Foreshore Manageimelatie provisions (e.g. in
the Schedule to the DPO or local policy) that guarantegublic access along the
foreshoreis maintained or enhanced. Any development must be set back sufficiently
and possibly conditioned to financecoastal trails to offset its impact on public land.

Infrastructure Resilience Requirememtandate that the Development Plan
and future permits demonstrate infrastructure resilienceto coastal hazardst e.g. EPA
Priority Stormwater standards for high valusites, water-sensitive urban design to
protect wetlands, and road designs that ensure evacuation routes remain serviceable
during extreme events.

Legal Compliance Checksefore gazettal, undertake acompliance audit of the
Amendment against thePlanning and Environment Actparticularly Sections 12 and 60,
and relevant environmental legislation (EPBC Act, Victorian Flora and Fauna Guarantee
Act). If significant impacts are likely, consider delaying approval until any required
environmental referrals or offset arrangementsare secured.

15



10. Conservative Zoning Approashopt a more conservative zoning strategy in light
of the uncertainties T for example, use aower-density NRZfor the mostsensitive parts
of the site, rather thanGRZ apply widerbuffers to allow flexibility for future adaptation
(such as relocatable structures or open space uses). This aligned withral FRavetse,
no-l 13 N | dlagningsapproach recommended by climate adaptation experts.

By implementing these recommendations, the Panel and Council can better align Amendment

C172egip with best practices and statutory dutiess J Ut 21 RUNDWa6 ¢ qWA¢! Ut 2RO G 1¥
sustainable, resilient, and respectful of the precious coastal environment iborders. The goal is

to achieve an outcome where development isafely situated and environmentally responsible,
tenlNeac¢cl T RUNDWHY q6 Lomd!IIUER a2z OR aa & WAL@TYWRs W] RGGH @ ¢
natural heritage.

Introduction

Amendment C172egipseeks to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (2016)

bict WaYT RNRIT W?2 IHWDAGANI W=M=ZOb Wethaqb6 JWEq! 2 FAqgqel WWAGE U
The Structure Plan was adopted by Council in 2016 to facilitate the growth and expansion of

Paynesville for the next 20+ years.

The Amendment aims to:

71 Introduce new local planning policy to guide land use, subdivision, and development in
the Paynesville Growth Area.

1 Rezone land from Farming Zone to General Residential Zone (GRZ) to enable residential
development.

1 Apply a Development Plan Overlay (DPO), requiring detailed Development Plans before
subdivision and development.

1 Apply a Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO Schedule 3) to allow intersection upgrades at
25 Waterview Road, Eagle Point.

1 Apply an Environmental Audit Overlay to address potential land contamination.

Given the significance of these changes, thorough consideration of environmental, social, and
economic impacts is essential.

Ministerial Direction No. 11 (MD11)Strategic Assessment of Amendmentsequires a planning
authority to evaluate and document how a planning scheme amendment addresses specified
strategic considerations. The purpose of MD11 is to ensure a comprehensive strategic
evaluation of planning scheme amendments and the outcomes they produce.

Planning Practice Note 46 (PPN4@&trategic Assessment Guidelinegprovides guidance to

planning authorities on how to meet the requirements of MD11. PPN46 advises planning

authorities to respond to all amendment strategic considerations oexplain whythey are not

' dau2cU0qoWll 21 q6 1 GY!I DAWq8 VWG ¢ HqRHWWIY qUWI# G ¢ RU
[strategic] consideration and the amendment overall should be proportional to the impact the

amendment will have.rs
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Major amendments such asthisones 6 RAG WWRU2 YO 2 WG ¢ TY!I WAS6¢ UNIJE Wa VYL
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when preparing an amendment to ensure consistency and best practices

Strategic Assessmelftramework

This submission applies the Strategic Assessment Guidelines outlined in Planning Practice
Note 46 (PPN46) as a structured analytical framework. Using this framework, the submission
undertakes a comprehensive strategic evaluation of Amendment C172egip, ciiglly examining
its alignment with the broader planning policy context, regulatory frameworks, and strategic
objectives. Additionally, this assessment identifies and analyses both the intended and
potential unintended consequences of the Amendment, ensurig a robust and transparent
evaluation process to inform decisionmaking.

Strategic Assessment Guidelinfes Planning Scheme Amendments

1. Why is an amendment required?
- What does the amendment intend to do and what is the desired outcome?
- How does it intend to do it?
- lIs it supported by or is it a result of any strategic stuéds or reports?
- Will the proposed provision result in a good planning outcome?
- Will the amendment have a net community benefit?
- Will the community benefit outweigh the cost of the newcontrol ?

2. Does the amendment implement the objectives of planning and address any
environmental, social and economic effects?
- Does the amendment implement the objectives of planning in Victoria (sections 4(1) and
12(1)(a) of the Act)?
- Does the amendment adequately address any environmental effectgections 12(2)(b) of
the Act)?
- Does the amendment adequately address any social effects (section$2(2)(c) of the Act)?
- Does the amendment adequately address any economic effects (sections 12(2)(c) of the
Act)?

3.2Vt W6 WWe dWUT GUU0qWrRYAGGH! Ws RS We adWgs 3w awdz2eU
- Does the amendment comply with the requirements of the Ministerial Direction 13
(Managing coastal hazards)

4. Does the amendment support or implement the PPF?
- Does the amendment support or give effect to the PPF?
- Are there any competing PPF objectives and how are they balanced?
- Does the amendment support or give effect to any relevant adopted state
policy?
- Does the new or amended local planning policy:
0 respond to a demonstrated need?
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implement a strategic direction in the MPS?

relate to a specific discretion or group of discretions in the planning scheme?
assist the responsible authority to make a decision?

assist any other person to understand whether a proposal is likely to be
supported?

Does the amendment affect any existing local planning policy or tool?

Is a local planning policy necessary OReingthe issue adequately covered by another
planning tool or decision guideline?

o O O o

5. Does the amendment support or implement the MPS?

How does the amendment seek to implement or support the MPS?

Does the amendment seek to change the strategic directions of the MPS? If so,
what is the change?

What effect will any change to the MPS have on the rest of the MPS?

Is the amendment consistent/inconsistent with strategic directions elsewhere in the
MPS?

What is the cumulative effect of this amendment on the other directions in the MPS?

6. Does the amendment make proper use of the VPP?

Does the amendment use the most appropriate VPP tool to achieve the strategic
objective of the planning scheme?

Does the amendment affect, conflict with or duplicate another existing provision in the
planning scheme that deals with the same land, use or development?

If so, have the provisions been reconciled?

Does the control capture matters that do not specifically relate to the purpose or
objectives of the control or matters that should not be dealt with under planning?
Does the amendment make any existing provision in the planning scheme redundant?
Is the amendment consistent with any relevant planning practice note?

7. How does the amendment address the views of any relevant agency?

Have the views of any relevant agency been addressed?

8. What impact will the new planning provisions have on the resource and administrative
costs of the responsible authority?

Has the council considered the cost implications in implementing and
administrating the new planning provisions? including:

other miscellaneous costs including legal or other professional advice, for
example, heritage adviser®

The following East Gippsland Shire Council meeting minutes and associated tabled
documentsy including referenced background reports and materialg presented under

Agenda Item 5.1.1 at the 15 April 2025 Council Meeting in support of Amendment C172egip, will
be systematically assessed against the relevant criteria set out in Planning Practice Note 46
(PPN46):Strategic Assessment Guidelines

f §nnRAEIJI AtenlbAI1GPahnap@ Stheme Amendment C172egip: Implementation

of the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan

1 Attachment 5.1.1.11 Submissions Table
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Attachment 5.1.1.2 T Redacted Submissions (Final)
Attachment 5.1.1.3T Summary of Changes (Final)
Attachment 5.1.1.4T Combined Planning Scheme Documents
Attachment 5.1.1.5T Planning Assessment (Final)

Attachment 5.1.1.6 T Engagement Report (Final)
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East Gippsland Shire Council Meeting (Tuesday 15 April 2025 at 6.00 pnMinutes;
Questions of Council.

N6Rt Wett 3ttt aRlU0UqWnYl G WGE! quWYnWwYel Wt e AGRY + RYUWe OT
strategic justification, its consistency with applicable state and local policy frameworks, and

the transparency and procedural integrity of the amendment process, aequired under the

PPN46 framework.

Strategic Assessment of C172egqip

Why is amendment C172egiquired?

The ExplanatoryReport notes the amendment is required to facilitate the implementation of the

Paynesville Growth Areas Structure Plan (PGASP) and achieve various planning objectives,

primarily those of Clause 11.011L-2 (Growth Area Towns), Clause 72.08 (Further Strategic

Work) and Strategic Objective 2 of the Council Plan 2022025. As noted in the Explanatory

AUDGY!l gkt W ql ¢cqUNRAWEH T It GWNU0qWeE] E9 W9Nee URRG W~1JWJa
amendment seeks to implementa number of thestrategies asscciated with [clause 11.01-1L-

2], including:

mWAT Y2RT JWeW2e¢l RUg! WYnwWéYet RUNWq! Gt We UT W q! i
Paynesville.

MWE+GeUT Wb WWaqYs UWs Wt gscl T+ WNEIOWI ¢aa! WHWDqs J1J1
MW YUqgqéeRUWel AcUOWI W200YGUGWUqWs Rg6 RULW@ 6 IJWE 1 13¢ L
nIWAT Y2RT DWe W Rt qRUAqW NGel ¢ qRYUWY N WEENTIWWAYR
open space areas.

m WAL Y2RT JWUI+G¢e Ut R2IWNT XR30WAT ndt WaYWweHe quwWUaql !
atmosphere to the arrival experiencew

In principle, we support the rationale for the orderly and sustainable expansion of the township

of Paynesville, as set out in the relevant strategic frameworks. However, several key strategies

from the existing Growth Area Townglause have been omitted, selectively modified, or entirely

abandoned in the drafting of Amendment C172egip G ¢ t RUNWaq 6 IWe a 30T a W0qkt We O
policy justification unclear and inconsistent. Notably, the first strategy cited in the Explanatory

Report has been altered: a directive told U6 ¢ UR I Wmba 6 DLW GUHRCEOGWHGEE ! ¢ Haldl W
I 3GY20T WeUOT W WGGEHDT Ws RO Waqd IIWa Yl 3WNnIUWI RAWYHATIF
6Yet RUNDWaq! GIJt Waq Y WG 1ALdiiah&ly, otiee plhéeddset Sttatddiety ush as
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g6 WUl WaVYWsGl Y2RT DWIRUt ¢Nt WARqs 330WI 3t RT WUqRE
¢l Pet AW IWn Yl 3t 6YI1 DAWaq6yWels B g R a & 01 e 1I0Y Gl 6 & WG &
justification all together.

While these may appear to baninor textual changes or omissions, the removal of explicit,

location-specific strategic directionsy G¢ | qRHA2 G ¢l 0! Wad Y+ YW BidcqRUNWqY LW
connectivityy is highly significant. These changes erode the integrity and continuity of the

planning framework by replacing carefully developed, placebased strategies with broad,

generic growth objectives.TheC172egip Summary of Changes TabiEGSC Agenda, 2025; p.

277) references theEast Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strateg§2023) as justification for

amending Clause 11.011L-2 (Growth Area Town¥ However, this justification is inconsistent

with the HousingE a1 ¢ qUN! Kt Wt q¢ qUT WGYaRHA! W RI WEqRY UOLW

The Strategy explicitly endorsesharacter -based planning objectives (Objective 9) to

mpRIU6cURDWaS WWHG ! ¢ Hqdl WeUT WIU2RI YOG WUqéealuzede 3t U
Gi¢UURUNWGI RUARGH DWbAl RUARARGUOWWPL Waqé6 ¢ qlimagd IWe URbe
GcRUqQEeRUNDT WeOT w06 ¢ URWT We rR3Ypp.i8,LE cFurtdiijore Gr&t @ ¢ UT b Wb
Strategyappropriately| JHY R URt Ut W6 ¢ qWUmGI YaqUlagqRUNDWe U7 WWIU6¢ UH
live helps communities to retain existing population and attraqy WU 0 s WHRY G G2 URq! Wa WG HI

Far from supporting the removal of charactetbased provisions, theEast Gippsland Housing
and Settlement Strategy(2023) explicitly reinforces their importance. It is therefore
disingenuous and strategically unsound for the amendment to cite characterelated strategies
from Clause 11.0%1L-2 as justification, while simultaneously removing those same provisions
from the clause as part of the amendment process.

One cannot rely on a clause in its current form to justify an amendment, only to discard its core
content in the final version. Such internal contradictions and policy dilution undermine the
strategic integrity of the amendment and raise serious concerns about its consistency with the
Planning Policy Frameworkespecially the East Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy
and the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (PGASP)

What are the desired outcomes of t@ynesville Growth Area Structure Plan
(PGASK?

The Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plaoutlines thirteen desired outcomes (the Vision). Of
these, we considerthe following outcomes most relevant to thesustainability, liveability and
coastal character or identity of the township,namely:

1 Entry to Paynesville at the Grandview Road intersection will strongly reinforce a
transition from rural and lake vistas and arrival in a spacious lakeside urban parkland
environment

1 Generous open space linkages and pedestrian/cycle corridors will provide convenient
offroad access into the existing town and to connect with public foreshores. The Lake
King foreshore will be managed and protected as an important environmental and
public open space asset.

1 Open spaces will create green corridors supporting natural drainage and provide off
road connections for cyclists and pedestrians, retaining as much native vegetation as
possible and enhanced with new plantings.
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1 Strong native landscape themes will provide visual and environmental character for the
growth area, establishing treelined avenues, movement corridors and an urban
landscape respectful of the lakeside location.

9 The cost of provision of infrastructure to service the community will be apportioned
through infrastructure contributions by landowners, augmented by public investment to
support ongoing maintenance and management of services and amenities.

On balance, we generally support these planning outcomes. However, we have some concerns
regarding aspects of their implementation through the proposed Amendment C172egip. These
concerns are discussed and analysed further in subsequent sections of this suhission.

How doesAmendment C172egiptend toachieve its desired outcomes

The amendment seeks to introduce key land use planning directions of the PGASP into the East
Gippsland Planning Scheme. Specifically, the amendment:

nWOGT ¢ qllt W6 WWiYHECIWGYIRHA! WnY!I WAe! Ut 2RO awWwe UT Wa
1L-02 (Growth Area Towns).

nWf Ugl YT 2H#Ht WERGSGWT 20 W WOWaY W6 1JW] WU ¢ a WAL RT BUqF
the Paynesville Growth Area.

m WARDAYOWUY WaeOT We quwrPwe UT WePW] 1 ¢UT 2RUs WAYET AWLNOZPL
Paynesville Road, Paynesville from Farming Zone to GRZ3.

nWf Uql YT eHIJY WEHSG DT 2 G DWNMWqVY Waq6WW?2 132100 YGaWUqWAGCEL
the Paynesville growth areas.

nl GGUORWUI W6 WW? A§NMWaYWaqdé Wt ¢duwae U WHIRUNDWI JAYLC

nll GGURWUt W6 WWEU2RI YUOGUWUqedlW 27 RaWg2W!l G¢! WaVY WP L
Paynesville to ensure appropriate investigation of potentially contaminated land.

mW?2 0 glt Wag6 JWERNURNRACUqUWx ¢ Ut #HE GUWE21J1 G¢! WEHG L
Paynesville Road and part of 1325 Paynesville Road, Paynesuville.

nll GGUO Rt Waé WA 2 A i RRdaH addlisitiohitoPartRy \Waldsvi2vidRodd¢ BadléO L
Point to facilitate intersection improvements.

W GUUT Y WgS6WWEHG DT 20 0WqVYW9dcet DWTZOMOLWLIT 6¢aqlil YIJt
update mapping references.

niW GUUTt WS WDWEHS DT 20 DWqYWodGcet DWTZOMY WbI7c¢HE NI Vel
Growth Area Structure Plan as a background document.

nW GUUT Yt WS WWEHS DT 200 WqYWodcet DWTNIOMZ W[ 21 q6 131 LWE
work to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan.

Subsequent sectionswill evaluate the appropriateness andeffectiveness of thevarious policy
controls and planning provisionslisted abovein greater detail,as well asassess their
consistency with the Planning and Policy Framework.
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Isthe amendmensupported by any strategic stedor repors?

The original Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (2016) was informadhcipally by onlyfive
commissioned studies and technical reports. In 2023, the Structure Plan underwent a minor

update, limited to revised traffic volumes updated population projections and the omission of
the road network and a small park

210t GRQUWHGIGCRAOY Wadcqlme W W2REs We UT W Inl 134 WY Waé L
2UT Ul q¢e¢t JUWMRUW=MZOAwWqd6IWe GT ¢ qT WEq!l eHageal WWAGe 0L
appendices. Upon request, Council officers provided the missing regrts; however, no changes

to the original content were evident.

We submit thatthe so-H ¢ G G IJT Wh | In | 13t & lidfekehidediinthie BORIStrdctlre I G Y | qt
Plan updateare identical to the original 20152016 reports and were not meaningfully updated
as part of the 2023 review.

While we acknowledge the Structure Plan (2023) was refreshed with updated demographic and
traffic data, the underlying technicaland scopingstudies remain outdated and unaltered, and
were not included in the publicly accessible version of the revised Plan.

The Explanatory Report (p.5) for Amendment C172egip states:

"The Structure Plan also draws on detailed analysis of background information including
the assessment of traffic management; drainage; land supply and demand; ecology and
biodiversity; natural hazards; cultural heritage; and social impact.”

Both the Paynesville and Eagle Point Structure Plans lasignificant technical studies or land
capability assessments, including asite-specific coastal hazardvulnerability assessment and
biodiversity studiesy critical omissions for the development of astrategic and deliverable
Precinct Structure Plan.

The following reports are cited as informing the revised 2023 Structure Plan:

1 Key Issues and Responses RepqrOct 2015
1 Consultation Report, Oct 2015
T Traffic Impact Assessment Jun 2016

1 Social Impact Assessment Feb 2016
1 High-Level Hydrological Analysis Mar 2016
Notably absent are key sitespecific investigations including:
1 Neighbourhood character assessment
1 Aboriginal cultural values assessment
f Flora and Faunaassessments

1 Bushfire assessments
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1 Visuallandscape impact assessment

1 Land capability assessments (e.g., contaminationgeotechnical investigations, coastal
hazardvulnerability)

It isacknowledged that a number of unpublishel studies relating to a Bushfire planning March

2019),and a revised Social Impact Assessment (July 2023) were subsequently prepagibr to
q6WW=M=Z0OWh | Inl 13t 6 k WY n Lq éxpett mimésse skheradntswidle prepdr@ll] 2 | q 6 |
in 2011 and 20140 support aVCATapplication for a nearby foreshore subdivisiorthat may

have been reviewed when preparing the Structure Plaklowever, only some of the/CATexpert
evidencereports are directly relevant to the growth area, and there is no evidence that the

original studies were peetreviewed or updated, as required under thérecinct Structure

Planning Guidelines for Regional Victorié2021}

BAN2RIUs WU Rt qRUNWagUHSURACOG W qel RIJY We UT WHRY G G R
heritage, land capability, etc.) or update existing studies to support early planning
I JHRt RYUt 10w

In preparation for the Planning Panel Hearing, we requested, and kindly received from Council,
a number of unpublishedand/or confidential background technical reports, including:

1 Paynesville Growth Area Structure PlarAboriginal Cultural Heritage Desktop
Assessment(May 2024)

1 Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plafluly 2016Review of bushfire planning
considerations wDraft Report(March 2019)

1 Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plafduly 2016 Review of bushfire planning
considerations wFinal Report(June 2024)

1 Paynesville Growth Area Strategy Social Infrastructure Demand Report (July 2023)

9 Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan
Transport Engineering Assessment (Nov 2024).

9 Paynesville Growth Arear Structure PlariDrainage]Model Review-Final Report (May
2024)

1 Preliminary Site InvestigationuPaynesville Growth Area (Apr 2024)

Despite the existence of the above reports, @ansiderable uncertainty remains as to which
background reports were relied upon, and how unpublished or unreferenced studies were
incorporated into early planning decisions. This is particularly concerning in relation to ecology,
biodiversity, cultural heritage, and natural hazardrisks.

The following table outlines key differencesn the supporting documentation underpinningthe
Paynesuville and Eagle Point Structure Plans (sdxlow).

Structure Planning Comparison Table
Supporting documentation informing theEagle Point and Paynesville Structure Plans
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Eagle Point Structure Plan
2019

Paynesville Growth
Area Structure Plan
2023

Comments

Unavailable or not included as a
background report in Structure
Plan

Key Issues and
Responses Report, Oct
2015

Unavailable or not included as a
background report in Structure
Plan

Consultation Report,
Oct 2015

Not completed , unavailable or
not included as a background
report in Structure Plan

Traffic Impact
Assessment Report,
Jun 2016

Proposed Planning
Scheme Amendmentr
Paynesville Growth
Area Structure Plan
Transport Engineering
Assessment (Nov
2024).

Based on 2011 census
demographic data

Based on 2021 census
demographic data but
analysis of land parcels
based on the 2016

Eql eaHqeal IJWATG

layout ( see p.26)

Not completed, unavailable or
not included as a background
report in Structure Plan

Social Impact
Assessment Report,
Feb 2016
Paynesville Growth

Based on 2011 census
demographic data

Based on 2021 ABS

Area Strategyr Social | Census data however the
Infrastructure Demand | socio-spatial analysis was
Report (July 2023) based on the 2016
Structure Plan.
Not completed, unavailable or | High Level No consideration of

not included as abackground
report in Structure Plan

Hydrological Analysis,
Mar 2016

Paynesville Growth
Area T Structure
Plan[Drainage] Model
Review-Final Report
(May 2024)

coastal hazard risks

Minimal consideration of
coastal hazard risks (up to
year 2050 only)

Modelling of catchment
impervious surface areas
is based on the outdated
2016 Structure Plan,
rendering the modelled
output results unreliable,
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unrepresentative of
current development
expectations, and
inconsistent with the
updated growth scenario
presented in theproposed
2025 C172 Amendment

The Public Realm &
Infrastructure Plan

Not completed

Deferred to the
Development Plan

Significant topographic features | Not included Neither plan undertook a
(ridgelines / high points) landscape impact
mapped assessmentdespite the
Significant Landscape
Overlay- Schedule 2
(SLO2)Gippsland Lakes
applying in both areas.
Significant view lines shown on | Not included Neither plan undertook a

maps

landscape impact
assessmentdespite the
SLO2

Environmental Values &
Cultural Heritage Assessment
(date unknown)

No environmental
assessment
completed
Paynesville Growth
Area Structure Plan
Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Desktop
Assessment(May
2024)

Deferred to the
Development Plan

Limited, desktop
assessment prepared
AFTER the release of the
updated 2023 Structure
Plan

Vegetation clusters or
significant trees identified and
mapped

Not completed

Flora assessment deferred
to the DP

No Vegetation Precinct
Plan deemed necessary

No habitat assessment (fauna)
undertaken

No fauna assessment

Deferred to the DP

Creek/tributaries and minor
drainage lines identified and
mapped

Not included

Deferred to the
Development Plan

Landscape and/or wildlife
corridors identified / shown on
maps

Not completed

Deferred to the
Development Plan
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High Conservation Value
vegetation mapped

Not completed

Deferred to the
Development Plan

Environmental overlays (e.g., Not included

Vegetation Protection Overlay)

shown on maps

Inundation overlay (LSIO) Not included Deferred to the

shown on maps Development Plan
presumably

Road / Street Cross Sections Not included Deferred to the

included

2132130 YGE 10 q LW
Infrastructure Plan

Neighbourhood Character and
Change Areas mapped, defined
and delineated

Not completed

Not considered a
requirement

Strategic development site
plans

Not completed

Deferred to the
Development Plan

Public Transport and Path
Network Plan

Not completed

Bushfire risk pathways mapped

Not included

Adraft high levelBushfire
Planning Considerations
Reportwas prepared in
2019 and peer reviewed
final report completed in
June 2024 but was still
based on the 2016
Structure Plan

To be considered by the
Development Plan

Road networks plan

Not included

Deferred to the
212130YGG130q LW
Infrastructure Plan

Natural Hazards mapped
(bushfire and 1% AEP flood
extant only)

Sea level Rise, Storm/Tide
Surgenot mapped

Not included

Historic Local Coastal
Hazard Assessment (2014)
and other unspecified
Government dataused to
justify the 2.8m AHD
development exclusion
line. However, this
outdated study did not
model sea level rise
impacts beyond 2040,and
as such provides a poor
basis for coastal hazard
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policy determination.

To be considered by the
Development Plan

No Full Flood Study
undertaken

Basic Drainage Plan included Not included Deferred to the

21210 YGG13Uq LW,
Infrastructure Plan

Open Space Network Plan Not included Deferred to the
Development Plan
Land Use Budget and summary| Not included Deferred to the
tables not included Development Plan
Gateways and Streetscapes Not included Deferred to the
Plan Development Plan
No contaminated land Not undertaken Deferred to the
investigations Development Plan,

triggered by the
Environmental Audit

Overlay
Detailed Precinct Area Plang Not completed Deferred to the
foreshore and community Development Plan

precincts

Will the propose@mendmentesult in a good planning outcome?

The Precinct Structure Planning Guidelineg2021)along with Precinct Structure Planning
Guidelines for Regional Victorig2021)were developed to address longstanding issues in
greenfield and periurban development across regional Victoria, including poor sequencing,
under-serviced subdivisions, and ad hoc decisioamaking. The Guidelines aim to "lift the bar"
by requiring planning authorities and proponents to adopt a more integted, proactive, and
strategically sequenced approach to development planningt This includes ensuring that key
land use, infrastructure, environmental, and open space considerations are resolvedefore
land is rezoned/ not after.

These guidelines make clear that good planning outcomes depend aarly and transparent
resolution of key planning challenges, informed by detailed technical analysis and community
consultation. The PSP process is designed to deliver coordinated infrastructure planning,
protect environmental and cultural values, identify risks and constraints (such aflooding,
coastal hazards or bushfire), and guide therderly rollout of housing and services. The output
of this process includes a suite of interrelated preinct-level plansy such as thePublic Realm
and Water Plan Movement Network and Public Transport PlarEnvironment and Heritage Plan

1 Victorian Planning Authority (2021) Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines: New Communities in Victoria; p.3
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and Coastal Adaptation Plary which should logically be preparedin an orderly mannerto
inform the overall precinct layout, stormwater sizingand development staging strategy.

However, Amendment C172egip does not follow this structure, orderly approach to structure
planning. Instead of resolving these foundational matters at the structure planning stage, the
amendment defers the preparation of these critical PSP outputs to the Development Plan
Overlay (DPO) schedule, effectively postponing their development until after tharid has been
rezoned. In doing so, the amendmenis inconsistent with the integratedand orderly planning
approach required by thePlanning and Environment At and intrinsic to the winder planning
policy framework.

ThyWe G WUT plddting &pproach isdefective for the following reasons:

1 Key PSP outputs aréreated as postrezoning tasks when in fact they are prerequisites
for making sound rezoning decisions. According to thBSPGuidelines, these plans are
not discretionary or supplementaryy they are essential tools that ensure development
is properly informed by environmental, cultural, infrastructure, and design constraints?
It is alsofundamentally inconsistent with the Marine & Coastal Policy2020and Marine
& Coastal Strategy 2022which direct decision makers to embedintegrated , data-
driven, coastal zone planning(which is proportionate and risk based at the local and
regional level.

1 Deferring these plans compromises transparency and community confidenceWithout
access to these documents during the amendment exhibition process, the community
and relevant agencies cannot properly assess the suitability, risks, or impacts of the
proposed growth area. This undermines the legitimacy of the amendment processd
weakens accountability.

1 The sequencing is backwardsRather than shaping the form and staging of
development, the Development Ran will be forced to react to a rezoning that has
already occurred, leaving little scope for meaningful adaptationThis riskis fragmented
and maladapted urban form which lacks climate resilience, misaligned infrastructure
delivery, loss of important environmental and cultural values, and higher longerm
costs to councils and service authorities.

T It sets a poor precedent Allowing rezoning to proceed in the absence of these PSP
outputs sends a signal that integratedand orderlyplanning is optional, not essential. It
weakens the role of strategic planning policy and opens the door to developézd rather
than policy-led decision-making in future amendments.

Given these deficiencies, we submit that Amendment C172egip does not represent a good
planning outcome. It fails to comply with the clear process sequencing and evidentiary
expectations set out in thePrecinct Structure Planning Guidelines for Regional Victorjand
does not give effect to the core planning principles enshrined in thelanning Policy Framework

2Victorian Planning Authority (2021) Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines: New Communities in
Victoria; p.69
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particularly those relating to integrated decisionmaking, orderly development, and the
protection of environmental and cultural values.

We recommend that the amendment be restructured to incorporate or exhibit the full suite of
PSP outputsprior to rezoning, in line with the intent of thd?SPGuidelines. Only by following this
approach can the amendment deliver a strategically sound, transparenprderly and integrated
planning outcome for the Paynesville Growth Area.

Will the amendment have a net community benefit?

Clause 71.023 of thePlanning Policy Frameworkequires that planning authorities deliver
integrated decision-making by balancing relevant policy objectives in favour of net community
benefit and sustainable development for current and future generations. It further directs that
planning outcomes be wnderpinned by coordinated strategic planning across agencies,
particularly where proposals have regional implications. In bushfirgprone areas, the protection
of human life must be prioritised above all otherconsiderations.

In relation to Amendment C172egip, we submit that the amendment does not achieve a net
community benefit, for the following reasons:

Deferredessentialassessments andmplementatiorrisks

The amendment defers the preparation of key structure planning outputssuch as flora and
fauna assessmentsto the developer-driven detailed development planning stage
(Development Plan Overlay, rather than incorporating them into the exhibited amendment.
Thesevitalh GH N G G 13 U # IJplakihthgréports and assessmentsare identified in thePSP
guidelines as critical outputs, essential to the formulation of a sound precinct structure plan
and necessary inputs to the design of the Development Plan itseif.

This sequencing contradicts the principles of integrated, orderlyand informed decision-making.
It creates a disconnect between the strategic justification for the amendment and the
supporting technical and spatial documentation needed to assess its implications. Without
these inputs, the amendment cannot be said to meaingfully integrate andbalance conflicting
objectives or deliver a transparent and evidencéased planning outcome.Subsequent
sections of this submission will explore the failure to integrate conflicting policy directives in
more detail.

Inconsistency witlstrategicpolicy

The amendment relies on theeast Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strateg§2023) to justify

changes to Clause 11.011L-2 (Growth Area Towny, but it omits or removes key policy

directions contained in that same strategy particularly those relating to neighbourhood

character, environmental values and risksand town identity. This selective referencing

20Ul U1 GRUVY WGYOGRHA! WAYSE I WUOARWDWE UT W RGRURY 613t WARYUNF
integrity.

% Victorian Planning Authority (2021) Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines: New Communities in
Victoria; p.69
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The net effect is a weakening of established planning policy and an erosion of plabased
planning principles that are fundamental to maintaining liveability and distinctiveness in
regional towns such as Paynesville.

Fragmented andncoordinateddevelopmentisk

By rezoning land in the absence of essenti@nvironmental plans and infrastructure siting and
sequencing strategies, the amendment increases the risk of fragmented development, service
delivery delays, and longterm cost inefficiencies. It places the burden of resolving foundational
land use and infrastructure questions on future decisioamakers, rather than resolving them
through the structure planning process as intendedThis approach is inconsistent with Clause
71.02-3, which emphasises the need for cordinated and efficient use of resources.

Inadequateconsideration ofegional an@nvironmentalisks
The amendment does not adequately address regional environmental risks, particularly in
relation to stormwater discharge impacts to the Gippsland Lakesthreatened EPBGlisted
species and vegetation communities,and the absence of sitespecific assessments of coastal
hazard vulnerability. These risks are not isolated to the local development footpriptthey have
broader implications for the ecological health, water quality, and climate resilience of the
Gippsland Lakes, which is a Ramsatisted wetland and lake systemof international
importance. As such, they must be considered at the regional scale, in accordance with Clause
71.0220AWls 6 RHG W+ GO RHRqG! W q¢c qllt Wagdbec qWGHcUURUNDWe UT L
potential for regional impacts in their decisionm¢ t RUNwWe U7 WY YI T RUC qU W ql ¢
their neighbours and other public bodies to achieve sustainable development and the effective
¢ UT WWnnRHRIIU q WEhis ¢cddidinatidl hidd n§t adcur ébitink®meaningful or
transparent way. While the amendment proceeds on the basis of a local structure plan, it fails
to demonstrate how it aligns with or gives effect to the broader marine and coastal policy
framework, including theMarine and Coastal Policy 2020the Marine and Coastal Strategy
2022, the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Site Management Plaand theEEast Gippsland Catchment
Management Strategy

Thispolicy misalignmentis further evidenced in the formal referral responses from key state
and regional agencies DEECA raised concerns about the lack of strategic identification and
protection of biodiversity values at the rezoning stage, emphasising that ecological valugs
including foreshore and estuarine habitay must be addressed early, not deferred to the
Development Plan stage. This reflects a fundamental principle of Clause 12.61S
(Biodiversity), which requires that planning avoid impacts, not simply manage them afteoming
decisions have been made.

The East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority (EGCMA) noted that the exhibited zoning
maps did not reflect the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (PGASP) it had previously
reviewed. This discrepancy highlights a concerning disconnect between straggc

environmental risk input and final planning outputs. It also suggests that agency feedbagk
particularly regarding drainage, flood vulnerability, and foreshore rigk has not been fully or
transparently incorporated into the amendmentin a timely, orderlyand consistent manner.

The amendment also lacks any clear demonstration of how stormwater discharge will be
managed to avoid adverse impacts on receiving waternd wetlandsy namely, the Gippsland
Lakesy despite clear expectations underEnvironment Protection Act 2017 (Vicdnd associated
Environment Protection Regulations 202,land Clause 13.021S (Floodplain Management) that
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planning protect water quality and natural systems. The omission of any publicly accessible
cumulative impact assessmentis particularly notable given the knowrstormwater and nutrient
sensitivity of downstream saltmarsh communities.

fOW 6Y! qAWq6 We a 0T (appehes pidcélitga and dgéhaytiloe@ Gekivigtie s LU
integrated, whole-of-system planning coordination envisioned by Clause 71.03, along with

the wider Marine and Coastal Policyprovisions and policies incorporated into the planning

scheme viaAmendment VC171 Without site-specific assessments, without regionatscale
planning, and without strategic policy alignment, the amendment does not demonstrate that it

will deliver a sustainable or responsible outcome for the Gippsland Lakes or the wider region.

Its approval in this form risks undermining key state environmental objectas and normalising a
piecemeal, rather than strategic, approach to planning in sensitive coastal areas.

Bushfirerisk not properlyprioritised

Finally, the amendment does not demonstrate how bushfire risk has been assessed or
prioritised, despite the proximity of thegrowth area to vegetated coastal reserves and known
fire-prone landscapes. Clause 71.023 is clear that in bushfireprone areas, the protection of
human life must be paramount. The omission of a bushfire assessment plan at theitial
structure planning stage is amajor deficiency, leading to unresolved conflicting policy
objectives, which will be discussed inlatter sections of the submission.

Concluding remarks
For the reasons outlined above, we submit that Amendment C172egip, in its current form, does

not achieve a net community benefit as required by Clause 71.62 of the Planning Policy
Framework. It does not demonstrate integrated planning, policy alignment, or effective risk
management, and its procedural approach is inconsistent with the expectations of both the
PSP guidelinesand the broaderPlanning Policy Framework

We respectfully recommend that the amendment be revised to incorporate the full suite of PSP
outputs prior to rezoning, and that further strategic coordination and technical assessments be
undertaken to ensure the amendment delivers a balanced and sustairide outcome for the
community.

Will the community benefit outweigh the cost of the new

controls?

Amendment C172egik + Wt q | ¢ q 1JdbesHdtappiear tblhaveben informed by cost-

benefit analysis or detailed risk assessment Understanding the extent of vulnerability to

coastal hazards such as erosion, inundation, and sedevel rise iscritical given the inherent risk

profile of the foreshore area The amendment defersdetailed hazard mappingof local hazards

and conditions to the Development Plan stage, makingcenario-based coastal planning that is

informed by stochastic risk assessments at the structure planning stage impossibleln the

CHY DURDWYnWI Wge ROWT WE¢Ac! T WAecGGRUNWeEUT WeT ¢Gqe qRY
anticipated and modelledfuture risks to coastal values, and to public and community

RUNI ¢t ql efqgel DWagécqkrkt WGl YGYt UT WY WHUW RgWT WRULWqE

Moreover, no evidence has been forthcoming which hasvaluated the cost implications of
potentially h €l aR totastalihfrastructure versus the modest increase in the rates base that
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additional housing supply in the sensitive coastal interface zone woulg@rovide. Therefore,
while the expansion of Paynesville offex additional housing supply and economic
opportunities, these potential benefits may well beundermined by thecost implications of
disorderly coastal planning Byneglecting a thorough assessment of coastal hazard riskisased
on the best available stochastic hazard modelling and deferring strategic planningto the
Development Plan, the amendment exposes Council and the community to lorterm costs
and uncertainties. This is contrary to thd?SP guidelines which emphasise that such plansand
assessmentsare inputs to rezoningy not outputs to be finalised aftemwvards.

Uncostedrisks:coastalinundation anerosionimpacts

The Paynesville Growth Area borders Lakéingand is adjacent to lowlying foreshore and
estuarine assets that are increasingly exposed to coastal hazard&lnderstanding the extent of
vulnerability to coastal hazards such as erosion, inundation, and sedevel rise is paramount.
Best practice coastal planninginvolves detailed hazard mapping andtochastic scenario
modelling to help plannersanticipate future risks and evaluate the cost implications of
mitigating them efficiently and effectively.*

Without a publicly exhibited, site -specific Coastal Hazard Vulnerability Assessmen(CHVA)
that meets best practice requirements, or the courage to detailed Coastal Adaptation Plan the
amendment fails to assess or account for lifecycle costs of infrastructure located inor near,
erosion and inundation-prone areas.N 6 IJW¢ G W UT G 1J (ptanind k@l toRaddéess!the
identified coastal hazard risks is toconstrain development below 2.8 meters AHDciting the
Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessmer014 (LCHA) as justification for its
approach to coastal hazard risk mitigation2

While theregional-scale study was a valuable starting point, it is now significantly outdated
and more importantly, was never designed for localevel land use planning® It did not model
1% AEP flood events incorporating sea level rise beyond 2048erefore falling short 0f2100
planning horizon required by PPN53 and Clause 13.411S. Overall, the limited data available at
the time forced themodellers to rely on too many qualitative assessments and assumptions,
that are can be readily challenged todayoy current climate science. Critically, the authors
themselves cautioned that the model was not designed for land use planning purposes, and
recommended further work before its outputs could be applied to strategic planning

Since then, major advances in climate modelling manyincorporated intothe9 Ef A§ k t W= M= =
Gippsland Lakes study have highlighted the likelihood of more extreme and frequent

inundation events, fasterthan-anticipated sea level rise, and compounding coastal hazard

risks projected to occur well before2100. Relying solely on the 2.8n AHD threshold as a

“gk] 1 ¢l ! Alls] IOWUqWe 0 Wel=ZM=MNb We OW WGl YACHRIORI qRHWAYCH q¢
Al-Naemi, S., and Duarte, C.M. (eds.), Coastlines under Global Change: Proceedings from the

International Coastal Symposium (ICS) 2024 (Doha, Qata Journal of Coastal ResearchSpecial Issue

No. 113 pp. 185189; see alsoAppendix A: Revievof the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard

Assessment (LCHA)

5NB: the Water Technology report was incorrectly identified as being completed in 2016 in the gazetted
Explanatory Report to the amendment (see p.9).

8 Water Technology (2014%ippsland Lakes/90 Mile Beach Local Coastal Hazard AssessmenReport 2:
Inundation Hazard State Government of Victoria; pp.267

77Water Technology (2014%ippsland Lakes/90 Mile Beach Local Coastal Hazard AssessmenReport

2: Inundation Hazard p.67
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definitive planning control, without conducting site-specific flood studies, geotechnical

investigations (including acidsulphate soils and soil erosion) and comprehensive coastal

hazardrisk assessments, is inconsistent with Clause 13.Q-1Swhich advisesG @i ¢ U U léntity LWUBR T
at risk areas using the best available data and climate change science.

Additionally, the 2.8m linedoes notsufficiently comply with Clause 13.0%2S, which
emphasizes the need for sitespecific, long-term coastal planning that fully considers the
combined impacts of tides, storm surges, coastal processes, and local environmental
conditions (including topography and geology)Further detailed analysis of the coastal hazard
risks of the northern growth areaand the limitations of the LCHAare provided inClause 13.01-
1S, 13.01-2Sand Appendix A respectively.

Examples of uncosted risksnclude:

Stormwater Assets

Coastal flooding and saline intrusion accelerate failure of stormwater outfalls, WSUD assets,
and open drains. According to theVictorian Coastal Hazard Assessment (DELWP, 2022)d
Asset Management Approaches for Coastal Infrastructure (National Sea Change Taskforce,
2015), coastal retrofit costs for stormwater infrastructure range from $800,000 to $1.2 million
per kilometre, depending on foreshore geology and proximity to tidal areads sea levels rise
and extreme weather events become more frequent, the costs of defending and eventually
relocating stranded assets are expected to escalate exponentially.

Foreshore Roads and Car Parks:

Unprotected coastal access roads require reinforcement, realignment or retreat due to

shoreline erosion and storm surge events. Based on East Gippsland coastal road upgrades (e.g.
Lakes Entrance Foreshore Stabilisation Project), costs range between $500@and $1.5
million/km, depending on site conditions and erosion severityEGSC Infrastructure Delivery

Plan, 202J). Even if we ignore the additional costs from inflationary pressures, the costf
armouring and eventually realigning roads further inlandre expected to escalate significantly

as sea levels rise and extreme weather events become more frequerloreover, without
substantial coastal setbacks oradaptation buffers, road realignment or retreat as sea levels

rise might not be possible without impacting public open space or even private land.

Parks and Recreation Infrastructure

Inundation degrades parklands, paths, playgrounds and shelters. Théictorian Coastal
Strategy (2014pstimates remediation and replacement costs of $100,000 to $400,000 per
hectare in low-lying recreational zones, with inflation ensuring such costs would be far higher
today. These costs are typically borne by councils and are exacerbated when future redt
corridors have not been secured.

A 2023 studycommissioned by the Victorian Marine and Coastal Council projects that by 2100,
the combined effects of sea level rise and storm surges could result in economic losses
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totalling approximately $442 billion® This includes up to $105 billion in damages to wetlands

and $337 billion in losses related to land and property along the Victorian coast. Notably, the

study highlights that nearly 40% of these potential damages could affect coastal reserves, such
aspubRELWI WHI DecqRYUcOWe!l et WeaYUNWERHAHQY!I REkt W=ZAPMMI

These findings underscore the escalating financial risks associated with coastal inundation and

erosion, particularly concerning public infrastructure and recreational assets. They also

emphasize the necessity for proactive adaptation planning and investnmé to mitigate future

costs and protect community assets.Clauses 12 and 13will explore the specific coastal hazard

| Rt t+ WYNWq6IWNI YsqéWe!l ekt WOYILI q631 0wt 6 Y1 WaRUWWE L
infrastructure to be sited there.

LOSS OF COASTAL BUFFER ZONES AND BIODIVERSITY:

mI Yet qc b Mivter fikidAutbasm development abuts rising seag leads to irreversible

loss of wetland, dune and saltmarsh habitat. ThéMarine and Coastal Policy (DELWP, 2020)

warns that this accelerates biodiversity loss and limits future adaptation options. Loss of buffer

zones also undermines natural defences, increasing reliance on hard infrastructuré\s noted

H! W? E x heh aodstabinundation and erosion risks are not factored into the siting of public
infrastructure, costs of adaptation or asset failure are transferred to councils and future

NPUI ¢cERMWRITIH 0! AWf Unl ¢t ql zslitnginfristibétiRéincsdstBIc Ws ¢ 1 Ut LW
hazard zones without an adaptation strategy increases fiscal exposure and reduces lottigrm

| Ut RGRIWDUHA IO

Concluding remarks

Given these foreseeable and evidencdased risks, we submit that the costy both financial
and environmentaly significantly outweigh the claimed benefits of the proposed control.
Without arobust evidence-base, and the inclusion of core PSP outputs at theezoningstage,
the proposal fails to demonstrate integrated decisionmaking. It does not provide transparency
around long-term asset viability, climate resilience, or infrastructure sequencing.

In our view, Amendment C172egip, in its current form, does not represent a net community
benefit and risks burdening the community with uncosted liabilities, poor coastal outcomes,
and preventable infrastructure failures. It should not proceed until all rquired technical
studiesy particularly those relating to coastal hazard risk and infrastructure planning are
prepared, peerreviewed, and publicly exhibited in accordance with thd°SP guidelinesand the
Marine and Coastal Policy 2020.

Does the amendment implement the objectives of planning in Victoria
(sections 4(1) and 12(1)(a) of the Act)?

This submission putsforward the case thatthe amendmentis not sufficiently consistent with

8Kompas, T. et al (2022Economic Impacts from Sea Level Rise and Storm Surge in Victoria, Australia
over the 21st century Report prepared for the Victorian Marine and Coastal Council (VMACC), with
support from the Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action (DEECA) and Life Saving
Victoria, Centre for Environmental and Economic Research, University of Melbourne, Mellrne and
Climate Risk Pty Ltd., Sydney

9 DELWP, 20221Victorian Coastal Hazard Assessmentp.18

10 nfrastructure VictoriawResilient Infrastructure Report, 2021p.34
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key objectives of planning in Victoria.Responsible economic management, intergenerational
equity, and sustainable planning principles are explicitly embedded within the objectives of the
Planning and Environment Act 198¢Vic). Specifically, the Act seeks to provide for the "fair,
orderly, economic and sustainable use, and development of land," balance "the present and
future interests of all Victorians," and ensure the protection of natural resources and
maintenance of ecological processes (s 4).

However, the amendment demonstrates inadequate consideration of significant coastal hazard
risks, including erosion, inundation, and the increasing severity and frequency of storm surge
events associated with projected sealevel rise. By neglecting comprebnsive risk assessment,
adopting overly simplistic hazard mapping, and failing to implement sufficiently protective
coastal buffers, the amendment disregards bestpractice coastal planning approaches. This
neglect not only compromises longterm economic viability and places future generations at
risk, but also jeopardizes vital ecological processes and the resilience of coastal ecosystems.
Thus, the amendment's deficiencies in addressing foreseeable coastal hazards represent a
profound departure from the cae statutory planning principles intended to safeguard Victoria's
coastal communities, infrastructure, and natural assets for present and future generations.

Does the amendment adequately address emyironmental effects
(sections 12(2)(b) of the Act)?

The amendment does not adequately address the environmental effects as required under
section 12(2)(b) of thePlanning and Environment Act 198¢Vic). Specifically, it fails to
comprehensively assess and mitigate significant ecological impacts arising from increased
coastal hazard risks such as erosion, inundation, and sedevel rise. The amendment overlooks
critical environmental consequences, including habitat loss, disruption of ecological
connectivity, and degradation of sensitive foreshore ecosystems-urthermore, the superficial
approach to hazard identification and the reliance on simplifiecand outdated inundation
modelling rather than dynamic, processbased assessments demonstrate insufficient regard
for the complex and longterm environmental impacts likely to arise. Consequently, the
amendment does not satisfy statutory obligations to properly consideand address the
environmental effects associated with future coastal processes and climatic uncertainties.

Does the amendment adequately address sogjal effects
(sections 12(2)(c) of the Act)?

The amendment does not adequately address the social effects as required under section
12(2)(c) of thePlanning and Environment Act 198¢Vic). Specifically, it fails to sufficiently
evaluate how increased exposure to coastal hazards such as inundation and erosiory will
impact community wellbeing, particularly for vulnerable populations. Additionally, the
proposed social infrastructure solutions lack practicality and resilience, inadequately
accounting for the disruption and isolation of essential community services during high sea
level events.
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Insufficientassessment othe social impacts of climate change
TheSocial Infrastructure Demand Report
(July 2023accompanyingthe amendment,
cHEt UOYs Ol NUT W6 ¢ qliRq
in the effects of climate change on ;
interdependent social infrastructure,
especially in those Paynesville township
areas which are subject to floodinghsTo
illustrate the level of projected flooding the
report reproduced the2010h NME Wl E A
Scenario Maximum Inundation Extent under

Existing MSL and SLR Scenarios at & A : " | ovser omsis.
Pc ! Ut 2 R0 O 1JK IHLbdat@hl Faporl

of the Gippsland LakesLocal Coastal

xxxxx

Figure 5-8 Representative 10% AEP Flood Scenario Maximum Inundation Extent under

H az ard Assessme nt (20 14§5ee F |g ure 58) Existing MSL and SLR Scenarios at Paynesville. The red marker indicates the

location of the depth and di ion time series displayed in Figure 5-10.

The reportalsoU Y q 13T LWa 6 ¢ q Wmsé q WMKOY G WY n WE x A LW

QWA ecTY!I W I 2REWDWE! Wet WaYnWAe! Ut 2ROG1JeWe!l JWHYa
cUT W IHRYGAUUOT U1 Wwe W ql ¢qlN! Waé¢c qWIUe Aot Waqd BWUUs
to service provision by establishing a small multi use facility acting as home to satellite services

nYl Wadé Yt JWedl 3¢l ! WR U WIIRESRI Ll 130G Ldp LRANYS 1R ULYACE LI JYJLH 22R T
proofing, although a seemingly positive approach provides a less flexible social infriaacture

Pl qPlaAWgs e 0wy 0wl 3t RPUWT WnY!l Wel ¢eGaqée qRYUWRU Wa 6 13U
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prefaced on this flexible, adaptive system, designing a frameworfor social infrastructure that
sRIUGWHYUqRUz2 UMWY WI2Yd2U0Ws RS W6 IWHEEUNIIt Wab ¢ qllc !

Critically, the report provides insufficient analysis regarding the potential impacts of sedevel

rise and shoreline erosion, notably the risk of substantial and permanent inundation of

extensive areas of Paynesville. Without costly protective infrastrucire or carefully managed

retreat strategies, these impacts could effectively redefine the town's boundaries and

t RDURnNRHAcUqO! W Rt eGaqWagédWiec RUWeEHqR2Raq! WaIUqg!l 1JHOU
challenges undermines effective strategic plannig and fails to adequately address the

HY G 02 UR g-tesmtvilh@ribiitp. Moreover, the report sidesteps the devastating impacts

that frequent flooding will likely have oncommunity wellbeing, particularly for vulnerable

populations such as the elderly or people with disabilities.
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Simplisticresponses® cimate risk

The recommendation that a single small facility or "new neighbourhood centre within the PGA™
could adequately substitute inundated key servicey including vital retail businesses like
pharmacies and supermarkets is overly simplistic and untenable.This proposition
demonstrates a superficial approach tostrategic andemergency planning, especially given that
high sealevel events are projected to occur approximately 10 times per year under lew
emission scenarios, and up to 100 times per year under higgmission scenarios by the end of
the century.!! As illustrated inthe map below, projected sea-level rise, shoreline erosionand

PAYNESVILLE INUNDATION & EROSION
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SEA LEVEL RISE AND STORM / TIDE SURGE
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frequent high sealevel events by the turn of the century only 75 years from now will likely
RUz2 U0l ¢qUWAe¢c! Ut 2RO0VKkt WaecRUWeHqR2Ra! WHIUq! BALWE T
service facilities.

The implications for community resilience, economic stability, and essential service continuity
are severe and must be urgently addressed in strategic planning decision&dditionally, the
lack of serious consideration of the broader social implications of regular flooding on
community life and infrastructure is perhaps partly due to an excessively optimistic assumption
that permanent inundation and frequent tidal or stormdriven flooding impacts can be
effectively addressed later through an undefined "fletble, adaptive system." This approachs
inconsistent with the principles set out in the broader legislative and policy framework which
mandates proactive, detailed, and earlystage planning for climate adaptation and coastal
resilience.

Notably, the Victorian Marine and Coastal Policy (2020xplicitly outlines objectives for
proactive adaptation to climate hazards through rigorous, riskbased planning. Similarly,

11 SeeKirono, D. et al(2022) Vulnerability of the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Site and its catchment to
bushfire and climate change. Final Report submitted to the Department of Agriculture, Water and
the Environment, DAWE. CSIRO, Australiap.62-63
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Victoria's Climate Change Strategy (202Imphasizes the necessity for proactive adaptation
planning. Moreover, theé¢ RH q Y| R¢ Bt IOAAdapinG farl2106r@aend&nork apdo
guidelines advocate for comprehensive,early action to build resilience , incorporating long
term scenario planning, active community engagement, ecosystem restoration, and nature
based solutions or strategic retreat options. Collectively, these frameworks underline the
imperative for immediate and informed action rather thardeferring critical adaptive planning
and responses to an uncertain future stage

Insufficientassessment opublic openspaceloss

The amendment does not adequately evaluate the potential reduction and fragmentation of
public open space along the foreshore arising from coastal hazards, specifically selavel rise,
inundation, and erosion. Thisoversight could result in substantial loss of recreational
opportunities, negatively impacting community wellbeing, social cohesion, and overall quality
of life.

Limitedengagement angarticipationreducing community trust in the planning

process

The amendment process demonstrated insufficient and ineffective community engagement,
exacerbated by scheduling the initial consultation period during the busy Christmas holiday
season. Reliance primarily ortwo advertisementsin the local newspaper and the Shire'sh 6 ¢ 2 1J
yourt ¢ ! K s IJed @ éxtodthely limited community awareness and poor attendance
(approximately 40 residents) at councHorganised faceto-face events.

In contrast, a subsequent communityled letter-drop campaign resulted in over 250 residents
attending an openair public meeting (in challenging weather conditiong - the majority of whom
expressed limited prior knowledge of the amendment. Despite strong community opposition
expressed both online and at Council meetings, there was minimal alteration to the exhibited
plans, with significant community concerns largely imored or deferred for panel consideration.
There remains widespread negative sentiment regding the use of the Development Plan
Overlay as the primary planning instrument, contributing to an overall diminished trust in the
fairness and transparency of the planning process.

Does the amendment adequately address any economic
effects (sections 12(2)(c) of the Act)?

Superficiakost-benefitanalysis

The amendment lacks a comprehensive economic assessment clearly demonstrating the
overall net benefit or cost implications to the community, evaluated across both shorterm
and long-term horizons. Thoughpartially acknowledged, it does not sufficiently quantify or
address economic impacts associated with climate change adaptation, such as escalating
costs due to coastal inundation, sealevel rise, increased storm intensity, and ongoing erosion
hazards. These hazards pose substatial economic liabilities including the potential loss or
degradation ofpublic infrastructure, increased expenditure on protective or remedial
measures, and elevated insurance premiums.

Additionally, broader economic impacts on tourism, recreation, local business sustainability,
and ecosystem services, which contribute significantly to the regional economy, have not been

q6 VY1l Yenéa! WI2caec qldT oW YUt Whe 13U miked cBstopdefd Lic & 130T & 13 (
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framework results in uncertainty and inadequate preparedness regarding future economic
burdens on the community, contravening best practice guidance on climateesponsive
economic planning.

Underestimatednfrastructurecosts

The amendment inadequately addresses and significantly underestimates potential
infrastructure -related costs arising from increased development density and climaténduced
coastal hazards. It fails to transparently document or quantify the financial impliations
associated with ongoing maintenance, adaptation, and protective measures required to
safeguard essential infrastructurey such as roads, drainage systems, stormwater treatment
assets, utilities, and coastal protection structuresy against sealevel rise, coastal erosion, and
storm surge impacts.

Moreover, essential upgrades to public and community infrastructure, including schools,
healthcare facilities, community centres, parks, transport networks, and emergencynd police
services, necessitated by population growth, remain inadequately assessed. The absence of
detailed cost estimates, funding strategies, or clear assignment of financial responsibility
heightens the risk of significant future economic burdens being transfeed to local government
and taxpayers, undermining the longerm economic sustainability of the community and
contravening robust planning and governance practices.

Unquantifiecclimate adaptationcosts

The amendment inadequately addresses the substantial economic implications arising from
future climate adaptation needs, particularly concerning coastal inundation, erosion, and
flooding. Specifically, it lacks detailed, transparent assessment and quantitiation of potential
economic liabilities associated with necessary protective measurey such as seawalls,
revetments, or drainage infrastructurey ongoing maintenance requirements, and periodic
reconstruction necessitated by accelerating climate risks.

Crucially, the absence of proactive and comprehensive adaptation planning at the current
amendment stage will inevitably amplify future costs. Reactive, emergenegriven responses
and unplanned infrastructure interventions historically incur significantlygreater financial
burdens compared to planned, strategic adaptation measures implemented in advance.

Further economic impacts overlooked by the amendment include losses from damaged public
and private infrastructure, decreased property values, higher insurance premiums, disruptions
to tourism, and impaired local business viability resulting from frequenbr prolonged climate-
related events. Had the amendment adequately quantified these adaptation and mitigation
costs, it would have clearly demonstrated the financial prudence of investing in detailed flood
and erosion studies before rezoning the land.

This omission transfers disproportionate economic burdens onto future generations and
taxpayers, representing a significant departure from responsible economic management,
intergenerational equity, and sustainable planning principles enshrined within th&lanning and
Environment Act 1987 Specifically, the Act seeks to provide for the "fair, orderly, economic and
sustainable use, and development of land," balance "the present and future interests of all
Victorians," and ensure the protection of natural resources and maintenance of ecological
processes (s 4). These foundational principles guide planning decisionsward achieving
sustainable, equitable, and economically responsible outcomes.
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Directions?

Does the amendment comply with the requirements of the Ministerial
Direction 13 (Managing coastal hazards)

Ministerial Directive 13 puts forth the followingkey requirements to be met:

In preparing an amendment which would have the effect of rezoning namrban land for
urban use or development, a planning authority must include in the explanatory report
how the proposed amendment:

Is consistent with the planning policies, objectives and strategies for coastal Victoria as
outlined in state planning policies (including regional planning policies) in the Planning
Policy Framework.

Addresses the current and future risks and impacts associated with projected sea level
rise and the individual and/or combined effects of storm surges, tides, river flooding and
coastal erosion.

Is based on an evaluation of the potential risks and presents an outcome that seeks to
avoid or minimise exposing future development to projected coastal hazards.

Ensures that new development will be located, designed and protected from potential
coastal hazards to the extent practicable and how future management arrangements
will ensure ongoing risk minimisation.

As outlined in Appendix At6 J W G WJUT G DU0qkt WHYCt qcaWEcAC! T W ql ¢aqld
the Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA) 20ty Water TechnologyThe

heavy reliance on one majr stud introduces significant uncertainties andanalytical risks..

Although detailed, the 2014 assessmentvas never intended to be a full flood study suitable for

land use planning!? Notably, the report fails to explicitly model a critical scenario combining an

0.8 m sealevel rise with a 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) storm tide surge event

occurring independently of catchment flooding. This omission represents a significantag in

hazard assessment, undermining confidence in the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the

planning response.

Furthermore, the LCHAdoes not extend modelling of combined 1% AEP catchment flooding
and sealevel rise scenarios beyond 2040. These omissions represent a substantidéta gap,
undermining accurate hazard identificationfor coastal inundation risks anticipated by 2100.n
sum, to rely solely on theoutdated and limited 2014 Coastal Hazard Assessment falls notably
short of the rigorousmodelling and risk-based planningexpectations outlined in Ministerial
Direction No. 13, and therefore does not fully comply with the directive's requirements.

NB: For a detailed analysis of the 2014 Local Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA), including the

12\Water Technology (2014), Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment Project: Repert 1
Summary; p.xix
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limitations associated with relying on it as the primary basis for coastal planning, please refer to
Appendices Aand C.

Does the amendment support or implement thenRing
Policy Framework?

The amendment cites several specific clauses of the Planning Policy Framework&ny of

which are outlined below) to claim consistency with state policy. However, as demonstrated in
the following sections, these claims are not supported by the exhibited materials or planning
process. The analysis below critically evaluates each cited claus@@long with several additional
uncited clauses), andexplains why the amendment, in its current form, is unlikely to deliver the
policy objectives those clauses are intended to achievé?

Clause 11.011ST Settlement

N6WJwed Ul G 0qWRY W ¢ RT WagYWneHRIRge qUWmt 2t q¢ RUe AL
planning outcomes required to make that growth sustainable in practice. It defers essential

land capability assessments, infrastructure planning, and environmatal risk analysis to the

post-l JAYURUNDW?2W2VGYGGWUqWAG e UL q¢ Nsiramyid drifcipleddf R1 1JH a O !
DUt 21 RUNDWG e UT WRY Wt eRaqe HGWWNY! W6 WWRUqUUT 13T Wet IIH
Helaqel cOW2c¢cideldt Wel VibgCThelapkldftexhibites Hlais Rch bsddyblidl 1J A Y U
Realm and Water Plan, Coastal Adaptation Plan, or Movement and Transport Framework

indicates an absence of frontloaded planning that sustainable settlement planning demands

Clause 11.011RT Settlementr Gippsland

While the Paynesville Growth Area is identified in the regional settlement hierarchy, the
amendment undermines key environmental and infrastructure objectives of th&ippsland
Regional Growth PlanThat Plan emphasises protecting the ecological integrity of the
Gippsland Lakes, managing climate change risk, and avoiding development in hazaptone
areas. The amendment fails to exhibit sitespecific coastal hazard assessments or demonstrate
compliance with Ministerial Direction No. 13, which requires that reoning in coastal areas
assess future sealevel rise and erosion risks using besavailable science. Thus, while
nominally aligning with the spatial vision of the regional growth plan, the amendment does not
implement its underlying policy safeguards particularly in relation to coastal hazards,
biodiversity protection and public amenity.These key issues are discussed in further detaiih
the Clauses 12, 13 andPPN53.

Clause 11.021St Supply of Urban Land

While rezoning rural land may increase nominal supply, the amendment does not demonstrate
that the landis viable or environmentally unconstrained This clause ce qq RY Ut Wa 6 ¢ q WwGa ¢ U
urban growth should conside:

13 Please note Clausell.01-1L-2 which underpinned the rational for the Amendment in the Explanatory
Report has been evaluated irSection 1 of the submission.
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1 Neighbourhood character and landscape considerations.
f The limits of land capability and natural hazards and environmental qualitye

However, no exhibitedcoastal hazard vulnerability assessment coastal adaptation plan, full
flood study or biodiversity assessmentof the site has been made available. In the absence of
this detail, the amendment risks creatinglots and infrastructure that are not sustainable in the
long term. Refer toClause 12.05-2S for more detailed analysis ofcoastal and landscape
character considerations and Clause 13 for natural hazard corstraints and Clause 12for
environmental limitations

Clause 11.02ST Structure Planning

The amendment does not implement a structure plan in the manner envisaged by this clausa
qé6c¢caqlagd JWA] EAWI Yatilkatdl theY fajr LHrderty, red ffbRIL) dhd) sudtaidable use

and developmentof urban areass N6 Rt W 6 Y1 q YO RUNWRY WGI RG ¢ RG! W 2 K
to consider the Precinct Structure Planning GuidelinegVPA, 2021y which are specifically

cited as apolicy document in the relevant clause. Despite this, Council has explicitly stated, in

response to formal Questions of Counciregarding Amendment C172egip, that it did not

consider the PSP guidelinego be applicable in East GippslandWhen asked specifically about

q6lWe Ul aWUqkt Wace H#t RSP muldelividsd Cobricibptatéds | LWs Ra 6 Wa 6 1J LW

MNEWWAe! Ut 2RG0GWDW] I Ysqé6W | DeWEq!l efAqel WWAG ¢ ULL:

Precinct Structure Plan Guidelines were not released until 2021. The guidelines are

optional and are more applicable to a metropolitan context as they are designed to

guide the development of new suburbs of a size and scale that is not applicable in East

Gippsland. Furthermore, the guidelines only strictly apply to Victorian Planning
2q6Y!l Rq! Welé A bW It RNDUC qUT WGI WARRURYG Ws 6 RAHG Ws |

This position directly contradicts thege RT B RUIJt Kk WIRUqWUT UT We GG RAEC qRY U
and regional growth areas, and undermines the policy basis falelivering integrated and

strategically aligned structure planning outcomes.While it is true that the Precinct Structure

Planning Guidelines (2021) postdate the original 2016 Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan

(PGASP), this does not diminish their relevance to current structure planning or their policy

weight in guiding regioal growth area planning today.

The 2021 update to thé?SP guidelineswvas specifically intended to expand their application
beyond metropolitan growth corridors to include regional and perurban growth areas, such as
Paynesuville. This is explicitly stated by the Victorian Planning Authority:

"M GROVIOQE IO 2 RT WG RUIt O ¢ RUg¢c RUKOE IOn YRzt OYUKOGI 1
HYGOG2aURQqRIJt e tOAEAY IOs RUOGHKE Gt YIOHIJKOG! IGe | T 1O¢ Al Y
towns. While a more nuanced approach to the application of the Guidelines in these

areas is reqlired, the same principles, features and targets should be considered in the

regional context, particularly where larger growth areas are proposet®

14 EGSCCouncil Meeting-Minutes T Tuesday 15 April 2024; p.8
15 Victorian Planning Authority, Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines, 2021, Part 1, p. 3

42



N6IWJW] eRT WG RUWY WRUKRG 2 1 1J tiddhel RegibhauRAYLE LH dRRa) ALY To)lé g 1JE EInR R a
regional circumstances vary, the same planning principles, outputs and targets should be
considered and adapted to the local context. This directly refutes the claim that thBeSP
guidelinesare only for metropolitan-scale planning or that they are irrelevant to East

] RGGt b ¢ Ul kt UFOrtheéf, mlthdughdHe BEASRQAvas first prepared in 2016, the 2023
version of the Structure Plan and this Amendment (C172egippst-date the release of thePSP
guidelines. Clause 11.022S requires planning authorities to facilitate the orderly development
of urban areas and explicitly references the role of structure planning in achieving this. While
the PSP guidelinesare not mandatory, they are a policy document cited in the planning scheme
and must therefore be given due regard under Section 12(2)(b) of tRé&anning and Environment
Act 1987, which requires planning authorities to consider adopted government policy in
preparing panning scheme amendments.

Finally, the assertion that thePSP guidelinesapply "strictly” to VPAled precincts is incorrect.
Theguidelines are written to support all planning authorities in delivering bespractice
structure planning outcomes. If anything, regional planning authorities have a greater
responsibility to apply consistent strategic planning frameworks, given the absencef direct
VPA oversight. Ignoring such guidance risks inconsistent outcomes, fragmenteshd more
costly infrastructure delivery, and reduced long-term community benefit. ThePSP guidelines
should not be dismissed as irrelevant or optional in this context. While not mandatory, they
serve as a clear policy benchmark for assessing whether Amendment C172egip meets
contemporary expectations for integrated, evidencebased, and strategically coordnated
growth area planning in regional Victoria.

Moreover, theproposed amendment fails to align with thePrecinct Structure Planning
Guidelines for Regional Victorid DELWP, 2021), which provide clear direction on the process
and sequencing of greenfield developmenin all regional areas Theregional PSP gidance
advisesthat structure planning precede rezoning to ensure decisions are evidenebased,
integrated, and transparent

J#he structure plan must be prepared prior to rezoning land for urban development to
ensure infrastructure planning, environmentakonstraints, and community needs are
fully considered(DELWP, 2021, p. 11)

In contrast, the proposed amendment applies a Development Plan Overlay (DPO) and rezones

land to General Residential Zongrior to undertakingthe pre-commencement studies that

underpin detailed structure planning. This defers critical assessmentg such as land

capability, ecological values,coastal hazard risk anddrainage catchment modellinga; 6 ¢ q K 1

closely aligned to the proposed lot reserveand road layouty until after the land has been

rezoned. Deferring these critical assessments to the later Developmet Plan stage undermines

theNe RT WG RUt Kk WYATWHqR2 IJWY clibbterésient JdodReffectivg | T 131 G ! A LWt
planning outcomes:

NRezoning should not occur until sufficient investigations and planning have been
undertaken to demonstrate that the land is suitable for development and can be
serviced in a coordinated and costeffective mannetOm

(DELWP, 2021, p. 13)

The Guidelines also highlight the risks of ad hoc planning:
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Jkarly rezoning in the absence of structure planning can lead to fragmented
development, infrastructure shortfalls, and environmental degradatiofOm
(DELWP, 2021, p. 6)

Accordingly, the use of the Bvelopment Plan Overlayas a proxy for a Precinct Structure Plan

(PSP) is inconsistent with both the intent and yrpose of the PSP guidelineslt represents a

backward planning sequence that risks irreversiblecological impacts and places the burden

of unintended planning outcomes on council and the community, rather than on the proponent

at the appropriate strategicplanningstage. WHc¢t JWHEYa 1 We Ot Y WHeIG € U &kl 6 ¢
planning is at odds with objectives 4(a) and(g) of thePlanning and Environment Actto provide

for the fair, orderly,economic and sustainable use, and development of land® U Itol@alance

the present and future interests of all Victoriang CO

Clause 11.03ST1 Growth Areas

This clauseseeks to locate urban growth where it can be efficiently serviced, integrated with

ql ¢ Ut GYI quwe UT WRUNI ¢t ql edqgel 3AWEUOT W JGR21JI Wt 2t q¢
JU2RI YUGUUqcéecaWe!l et lOwWf G GYI qc¢ UqRidcisttiSandctare WHEG ¢ 2 + 13 LW
Planning Guidelines(Victorian Planning Authority, 2021) as a relevant policy document and

directs decision-makers to:

Jelevelop precinct structure plansconsistent with the Precinct Structure Planning
] 2RT DG RUt ntoe GGI Y2 T IOAOHOq 6 WO~ RURY qlJl tOn Y| OA G ¢ |

Despite this, the amendment fails to demonstratesufficient evidence of coordinated land use

and infrastructure planning, or integration with regional biodiversity strategies, as required by

the objectives and strategies of the clause. It also does not adequately respond to climate

change or demonstrate how it willbkRUHIT 3¢t DWW U2 RI YOG WUqcaWt et qe¢ RUEH
CHALDI Y RAGUAWRUqUNI ¢ qlT WeUT Wel ¢Gqcé HOWWEMusese URaq ! LWF
12-02-1S, 13.01-1S and 13.012S.

~Y1I WY2101 AWqédWe a DUT GL0qkt WARGCRAO WS caqllgé IWI 132130 YC
Ac! Ot 2RO UwWRY WOYqUWt e GGYI qT WH! WwWe U! WOWRNEHY 2l 6 Y
valued landscape features. Instead, the removabf the Significant Landscape Overlay

(Gippsland Lakes)and deletion ofcharacter-based provisions from Clause 11.031L-2, further

2UT W1 GRUONVY W6 DWHG ¢ 2t 1) isénsitiRelbopwith) paltiopfardi in 9eindrigeld | WHY U q 1 4
locations such as the ridgdops and north-facing slopes overlaking the coastal interface to

Lake KingoWwf OWI YRUNDUW YAWqS IWE GLWUT aWUqWaYAGGI YOGRY Ut W6 L
planning, environmentaland landscape protection, and sustainable development.

Clause 12.011ST Protection of Biodiversity

Thisclauset JIJt + WbqYWGI YaqUWHEqWe UT WIU6¢ U WE RAQY!I RE Kkt WHAHF
authorities to strategically plan for the conservation of significant ecological areas. While the

amendment claims to support this objective by proposing the future transfer andezoning of

Lake King foreshore land to the Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ), the actual size

and location of the PCRZ has beepre-determined (extending fromthe Lake King waterlingo

the 2.8m contour line)y prior to any detailed biodiversityor coastal hazard vulnerability

assessment. This approach is inconsistent with following strategy of clause 12.01S:
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Use biodiversity information to identify important areas of biodiversity, including key
habitat for rare or threatened species and communities, and strategically valuable
biodiversity sites.

Furthermore, the deferral ofcritical assessmentas a condition of the Development Plan
Overlay (DPOanNd the preparation of a Foreshore Improvement Plarcontradictsq 6 JWHG ¢ 2t 1Kt U
requirement for early-stage, strategic biodiversity planning

Strategically plan n Y| 10q 6 KOGl YqlUlaqRYUe UT toHY Ut Bl 2¢ qRYUIO
biodiversity [emphasis added]

ThIWe G 1WUT GUUKE € g Wn Ydlabhiddim reverselRi® ikt dnsidiét with the PSP
guidelineswhich explicitly require that land capability and biodiversity constraints be identified
and addressedbefore land use zones and infrastructure layouts are finalised. Thguidelines
emphasise that structure plans must be underpinned by an evidence base that includes sie
specific ecological studies, and that unresolved constrainty such as coastal vulnerability or
ecological significancey must inform rather than follow rezoning decisims. ThePSP guidelines
are clear, just as a good architect maps out structural limitations before sketching the layout,
planners must identify ecological and land capability constraintsbefore finalising zoning and
RUNI ¢t ql 2Haqel 1JHOWE ghie ddsignkot fitasolibbpytential pkbHkm¥ Yokt shauld
haveresolved first.

Crucially, DEECA hagautioned that biodiversity values should beidentified and protected at
the rezoning stage, not deferred. Proceedingwith detailed planningwithout ecological
assessments risks inappropriate land use outcomes and the potential loss of significant
wetland, foreshore and riparian habitay especially as the Paynesville Growth Area Structure
Plan (PGASP) was not informed by any targeted flora auha studiesor a site-specific coastal
hazard impact assessment The disorderly manner in whit the PGASP considered biodiversity
values is madeevidentin the following examples:

1 Poorreservedesign
9 Siting of drainage assets in environmentally sensitive habitareas
9 The destruction 0f0.884ha of Endangered Swamp Scrulhabitat (EVC 53_61)
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Poor Reserve Design

EXAMPLE 1:BMNANT BUSHLANRESERN

) AR [
. LEGEND
BN — Growth Area Boundary

PAYNESVILLLE MAP LAYERS
[T Public Parks & Recreation Zone - Proposed

NearMap Basemap - VicGrid2020 - Feb2024

0 25 50 m
e

: Jd Vicmap Basemap - VicGrid2020 - Aerial

The proposed thectare tree reserve (showrabove in green currently excludes areas identified

as Endangered Plains Grassy Woodland (EVC 55), which contain large remnant Gippsland Red
gums (Eucalyptus tereticornissubsp. mediana), as indicated by the areas circled in red. These
endangered Redgum stands provide critical habitat for native wildlife and significantly enhance
the coastal and rural character of the town. The design and layout of the reserve would have
benefited from the findings of a comprehensive flora and fauna survey. However, this important
survey was completed only in 202¢ afterthe 2CE OLWA | In | 13t 6 K WY n Waqdé WWA¢! Ut 2
Structure Plan (PGASP). Had the flora and fauna assessment been undertaken earlier as part of
the initial pre-commencement studies, this biodiversity information could have directly

informed the reserve's designConducting essential ecological assessments at an early stage

of structure planning enables planners to strategically integrate protection and conservation
measures for significant biodiversity values into the planning framework.

Example 2: Foreshore reserve

The delineation of the proposed Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ) highlights
significant deficiencies in orderly and strategic planningCritically, the boundaries of the
foreshore reserve were not informed by comprehensive biodiversity data gathered early in the
structure planning process.
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PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
LAKE KING FORESHORE
PROPOSED ZONING

Contour_50cm_Coastal
Contour_50cm_Hinterland

W E r "\ 2.6m Contour (MGA2020-55)
T T T T T T T T T T =2 Northern Stormwater Basin (Proposed)
L 170 340 510 Meters 7] PCRZ with 2.8m boundary
[ Proposed Road Reserve
S Proposed PPRZ

GRZ3

Neither the original 2016 structure plan nor the 2023 refreshed plan provided substantial
evidence of strategic biodiversity planning. This oversight was demonstrated clearly by the
initial reserve boundary, which simply adopted the existing road easemerais its southern limit.
The subsequent revision of the southern boundary to follow the 2.8m AHD contour line was
made very late in the process, largely driven by community submissions during the
amendment's exhibition and consultation phases.Moreover, the new urban boundarynow
cuts through what was once contiguous habitat It would appear noconsideration was given to
potential impacts this excision of land from the future reservemight have onbiodiversity and
long-term viability. This is emblematc of the amendmentis disorderly approach to biodivesity
planning, where major zoningdecisions are undertaken withoutany impact analysis
whatsoever. Significantly, this updated boundary was established primarily as a coastal hazard
mitigation measure without referencing ecological criteria or detailed biodiversity data, which
were never specifically requested nor obtained during the structure planningrocess. Instead,
an administrative boundary was simply redrawn using the outdated 2014 coastal hazard
assessment.

The reliance on the 2.8m AHD contour as a reserve boundary is problematic for multiple

reasons. Not only does it disregard biodiversity considerations, it also provides questionable
effectiveness in mitigating coastal hazards. Specifically, the new boundarfails to adequately
account for dynamic coastal processes, such as shoreline retreat, sedevel rise, and the inland
migration of wetlandsy all processes vital for maintaining coastal biodiversity. Moreover, the
proposed siting of public infrastructure wihin areas vulnerable to these naturalG | Y #1J+ + 13t K
risks impeding natural shoreline migration and ecological adaptation as sea levels rise
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(discussed further in the next section). This approach directly conflicts with the objectives
outlined in Section 4(b) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, which requires the
"protection of natural and manmade resources and the maintenance of ecologial processes
and genetic diversity."

Furthermore, the 2.8m AHD contour line itself is derived from outdated hazard modelling
conducted in 2014 (refer to Appendix A for details), thus failing to integrate contemporary
coastal hazard data or the latest sedevel rise projections. Without explidtly considering
current ecological conditions, coastal processes, or updated hazard assessments, the
amendment does not provide adequate setbacks or adaptation bufferdnstead, the habitat
areaabove 2.8 m AHDwhich hadthe greatest resilience to coastal hazad risks was removedto
align the resere withthe hazard line bourdary. Consequently, this oversight potentially
compromises the long-term ecological resilience and functionality of thereserve.

While applying the PCRZ to the foreshore reserve is supported in principle, its strategic
effectiveness remains substantially undermined by the absence of mapped ecological values
and the lack of a comprehensive, sitespecific coastal hazard vulnerabilityassessment to
justify the precise location and extent of zone boundaries.

Siting of Drainage Assets in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

The placement of drainage infrastructure within environmentally sensitive habitat areas reflects
a significant failure of integrated and orderly strategic planning, stemming largely from the lack
of timely ecological assessments during the initial planningphase. Specifically, the proposed
western drainage assets are located in areas containing Endangered Plains Grassy Woodland
(EVC 55), which supports valuable biodiversity and remnant vegetatiomhe map below is an
extract from the Nature Advisory Flora ath Fauna Assessment with the proposed western
stormwater infrastructure overlaid on top (blue line).

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA -

Proposed Reserves

Nature Advisory Native
Veg Map _PGASP

m Plains Grassy Woodland (EVC 55)
Endangered
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Similarly, the proposed northern stormwater infrastructure(shown as a red polygon in the map

below) directly impacts habitat areas of the EPB&I Rt qJT WG RNI ¢ qY! ! WARI T W GUH
Snipe, as well as Estuarine Swamp Scrub (EVC 53) within the Ram$amting foreshore zone.

Introducing stormwater infrastructure into these ecologically important coastal interfaces risks

significantly disrupting natural coastal processes, such as habitat migration, shoreline retreat,

and wetland adaptation to sealevel rise.

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
NORTH DRAINAGE ASSETS
(FORESHORE RESERVE)

Proposed Reserves

Nature Advisory Native
Veg Map _PGASP

Estuarine Swamp Scrub (EVC 53)- |
Endangered -EPBC listed

[ North Drainage Basin

Plains Grassy Woodland (EVC 55) - I 4
Endangered %

-~

Consequently, this inadequately informedstormwater infrastructure siting decision is likely to
lead to long-term ecological degradation, undermining the biodiversity, resilience, and overall
ecological integrity of the coastal environment.The early completion and integration of
comprehensive ecological, biodiversity, and coastal hazard assessments within the initial
structure planning phase could have guided more sustainable and strategically appropriate
reserve design andocations for stormwater infrastructure from the outset. In sum, uilising
biodiversity and hazard data to inform zoning decisions is essential to ensure the effective
protection and maintenance of environmental values in an orderly, efficient, and integrated
manner.
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Destruction of 0.884ha of Endangered Swamp Scrub habitat (EVC 53_61)

Figure x: Nearmapaenal |mage taken Feb 2024 Note the dam and Swamp Scrub (green
crosshatch) have been removed.

The removal of approximately 0.884 hectares of endangered Swamp Scrub (EVC 53_61) at 5
Grandview Ave, Paynesville, occurred between January 2023 and February 20PAotograph 1
T reproduced from the Nature Advisory Flora & Fauna AssessmeneRort (2024;p.25) gives a
visual representation ofthe EVCbefore its removal whichis identified as /d\quatic Habitat Zone
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Cw WR U Waq 6 1J WG Ghe apdompany@grefartUTihelbotentially unauthorised removal of
this endangered EXC suggests that Council and planning authoritiegdid not adequately identify
this ecologically significanthabitat at an early planning stageleading tosubsequent
inconsistencies with Clause 12.0:1S (Protection of biodiversity) and possibly Clause 12.02S
(Native vegetation management)Specifically, a critical flora and fauna assessment was
neither conducted early enough nor explicitly requested bZouncil during preliminarystructure
planning.

Consequently, the proponents proceeded to
clear the endangered Swamp Scrup
presumably without completing the required
detailed assessment to determine Early
ecological assessmentsare fundamental to
structure planning, enabling planners to
proactively identify, protect, or appropriately
offset significant biodiversity values. In this
instance, it remains unclear whether the
proponent adhered to Clause 12.012S by
obtaining the necessary vegetation removal
permit. Such an application would typically

freshwater ephemeral wetland dominated by rushes: €quire referral to the Department of Energy,

and closely grazed herbs and grasses. « Environment and Climate Action (DEECA) for a

detailed assessment in accordance with the

Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping ofative vegetation(DELWP, 2017). These
guidelines explicitly require biodiversity offsets to be identified and secured through thirgarty
arrangements before native vegetation is cleared.

In summary, the amendment fails to adequately implement Clause 12.01Sby:

1 deferring critical biodiversity assessments toDPO1Q

1 failing to integrate contemporary climate science and sitespecific coastal hazard
assessmentsearly in the structure planning

1 overlooking relevant policy guidance provided by DEECA and the Precinct Structure
Planning Guidelines,

Therefore, the amendment does not deliverstrategically integrated and timely biodiversity
protection. This approach falls short of both State policy requirements and established best
practices in strategic biodiversity planning

Clause 12.021L T Protection of coastal areas

bRt WERGRMG U 21 DWaqé¢cqlqé Il VWRY WOYWUIWDqWd Yt WaVYWAR
Tt ql erqRYUWY ! WG Y GGRisJdbjdtive idlatieop 3/l 2niglin 1D R tq R Y Uialq 6 ¢
RU2YGO20AWY! Ws RAGWIWET WaqYAWqE W JGY2¢ 0 A6 1pUEI 2 HqR
P quUGWe disl WMeHiBY I T ¢ DERIUDRBRO LI EOWY | Oq 6 IO DG Y2¢ 0e tOl 1t

U¢ qR2 1JH0261PNIGEA aqpRIMI0 q WY N WEU2 R YUG WU qAadx ¢ UT AW ¢ qldl W
incorporated document under the PPFE The threestep approach is thus not adiscretionary

guideline, and all planning decisions must directly follow the three-step process when

considering native vegetatiorrelated matters in the orderoutlined belowa
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1. Avoid the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation.

2. Minimise impacts from the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation that
cannot be avoided.

3. Provide an offset to compensate for the biodiversity impact from the removal,
destruction or lopping of native vegetation.

Thenative vegetation guietlines specify that:

Thestrategic planning process is the most effective planning mechanism to protect
and manage native vegetation and to achieve the objectives of the SPPF. Considering
how native vegetation will be protected and managed through strategic planning

oloctaYst OnYl IORT WUgRNRHECqRYUIKYNIOC!T ¢t KOY N6 RNG |

oloctaYst OnYl IORUT RI WHqloc UT IORz2 Gz licaqR2IJIORGGe Hat |
to be understood and addressed

0lOGI Y2RT 1t 1O 6 IJIOHIIt qlOYGGYI qza URq! IOqY1oe 2 YRIT t0¢c UT |
directing use and development away from higher value areas

o0 RURGRY 3t 102 UUWHDY L ¢ ! IOYI IORYOG GO W#10l UNz2dc¢cqRY!
where use and development can occur, and/or by coordinating approvals and offsets.

The methods and approaches outlined in the Guidelines should be used to inform
strategic planning processes and the application of appropriate planning controls to
DUt 21 DOERAQY!I Rec bt OUE qR21IJI021INJq¢c qRYUIORY KOs 1J0 @ KO

The potentially unauthorised removal of Habitat Zone C ¢ircled in redin the Nature Advisory

Map shown overleali) highlights how timely ecological assessments are fundamental toorderly

and integratedstructure planning. Adopting the threestep approach at the strategic planning

level is critical to the protection of biodiversty in Victoria, particularly in heavily modified

landscapes such as the growth area- where remnant native vegetation is often rare andor

endangeredat the bioregional level Even degradedendangeredhabitats or a single large old

tree in alargelydenuded landscape, has relatively high conservation vaue . Rare and

endangered B/Ck + WG Rt JWE 5 ¢ 0 G WE # wizekiblgodr ¢bhditian Becduds 8f théire ¢ A G 1 W
very high conservation valuavhen managed appropriately T enabling their degraded elements

to berestored over time.

Theeffective implementation of the three-step approach necessarily begins with obtaining
surveyreports of the existing native vegetation anéauna in any given project area. This
biodiversity information is critical to evidence -based structure planning that appropriately
identifies and avoids or minimises direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of use and
development on significant native vegetation and habitatsAs stipulated by the Guidelines for
the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetatio(DELWP, 2017)strategic planning
Jprovides the best opportunity to avoid and minimise impacts on native vegetation by directing
use and development away from higher value areas

In this instance, a lack of timelyflora and faunasurvey dataensured the three-step approach
was not followed at the strategic planning level Had Courcil requested or obtaineda
biodiversity reportduring the precommencement phasethe PSP process, it igossible an
alternative pathway to avoid or minimise impacts to Habitat ZoneC could have been fourd.
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e Large scattered tree Swamp Scrub (EVC 053_61)

" Property Boundary Large scattered tree (Coast Estuarine Swamp Scrub
[ Study Area @ Grey-box) {EVC 053_62)
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& Grey-box) Woodiand (EVC 003) Greybox present FO Bax 337, Camberwet, VIC 3124, Austraia
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Moreover, it remains unclear whether DEECA (or its predecessor agencies), prior to their

[ DAl 2¢l ! W=MZPW DAREYAGGUUT ¢ qRYUWqYWnLRUHAG2T JWE W ql ¢a
previously recommendedCouncil follow q 6 1J LA aqpdld GIB R1J1 ¢ 1 HE ! WE GGl Ye H6E Kk WIT
preparation of the 2016 and 2023 Structure Plangf such referral advice was indeed giverand

subsequently ignoredor not followed, then this would indicate a systematic failureby the

responsible planningauthority to strategically plan for the protection of important areas of

biodiversity.

In this instance, it alsodisappointing that the proponents did not disclose the existence oftheir
Flora & FaunaAssessmentreport (completed in Feb 2024 until June 2025as part o the
PlanningPanelHearings process The delay in providing Coundl with the biodiversity report
contributed to the unfortunate disorderly planning outcome for Habitat ZoneC. Nonetheless,
the primary responsibility for orderly and integrated panning rests with the Responsilde
Authority for planning, and it is hoped this irtident underscores the signficance of obtaining
and integrating valuable biodiversity information very earlyon in the PSPprocess.

It also remains unclear whether the proponent adhered to Clause 12.02S by obtaining the
necessary vegetation removal permitin the current context, such an application would
typically trigger areferral to the Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action
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(DEECA) for a detailed assessment in accordance withe three-step approach. TheGuidelines
(2017)explicitly require biodiversity offsets to be identified and secured through thirgbarty
arrangementsbefore native vegetation is clearedand onlyas a last resort- after all possible
impact avoidance and mhimisation pathways have been ekausted. The guidelines ag
unequivocal that all potential pathways to avoid or minimise impacts must first be considered
and exhausted, before native vegetation can be cleeed and offset

Clause 12.021ST Protection of the Marine and Coastal
Environment

This clause gives policy effect to thévlarine and Coastal Policy 202@&nd the Marine and

Coastal Strategy 202# s 6 RAS Waq YN qdé 1J1l We |l qRHe O prajddtladd lIHG ¢ | WG
enhance the marine and coastal environmenisWa 3G G6 ¢+ Rt WET T T &OWi 6 R4 W Wa 6
statutory policy documents, their integration into the Planning Policy Framework gives them

practical force in guiding land use and development decisions under thBlanning and

Environment Act 1987

N6 JWRUAG2t RYUWY n W6 WWaldl & WsldU 6 detigibtd-makerdareU ¢ 0t WE WG
directed not only to safeguard existing environmental values but also to actively improve

ecological conditions where degradation has occurred. This is particularly relevant to the Lake

King foreshore and adjoining catchment, which has beensubstantially modified. The clause

mel q6 11 WacUT ¢cqlt W WWGI YaqUWHqRYUWEUT WIU6¢ UHIAGWUqL
Ge HIRHAW2Rt 2cdWRYI | RT YI t ®colifickl B0 landdcap it pdduméntsll1] + G 1J H a
through revegetation and restoration, especially in areas adjoining coastal reserveshe

calNUTl GUuUqkt W[ Y 13t MavdgeimsdtFlas (FIVR)idplidiiy agkdowledges the

policy intent of this clause but falls short as an adaptation response to climate change.

The Foreshore Improvement Management Plan (FIMP)

In light of current and projected climate change impacts, the enhancement of coastal

ecosystems mustsupport climate -resilien ce. Restoration effortsneed toanticipate future risk

scenariosy including sea level rise, coastal erosion, and increased storm intensity and

should incorporate adaptation measures that supportlong-term ecological viability , including

large setbacks from the present foreshore to enabl@nland habitat migration. In this context,

q6 WWGYdRHA! W Whea RI 130130 q Wapl hbirak) dstaticrttbrdlid abjecav) H 1 Wz UT |
but as a forwardlooking, resilienceH ¢ + JT WGGH ¢ UURUNWGI RUARRGO D Wa6 ¢ qlUE
integrated coastal zone management framework and the precautionary principle embedded in

state planning policy. TheFIMP falls short of thigrinciple precisely because it is limited to a

predetermined spatial area that will be heavily impacted by coastal inundation and erosion. A

climate responsive FIMP would extendipslope past the2.8m AHD contourto include land less

vulnerable to coastal hazards, and therefore more likely to be climateesilient beyond 2100.

The Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ), which is intended to underpin the
Foreshore Improvement Management PlafFIMP) is not proposed to be applied as part of this
amendment. Instead, its implementation has been deferred to a future and as yet unspecified
stage. This sequencing raises substantive concerns regarding the integrityaferly, integrated
coastal planning, particularly with respect to the timely application of environmental
protections and land management controls.
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Prematureaezoningwith insufficient @idence
Compounding this issue, the spatial extent of the future PCRZ has already been delineatedor

to the completion of any ecological orsite-specific coastal hazard assessments. As such, the
proposed zoning boundaries do not appear to be informed byontext-appropriate assessments
regarding ecosystem values, coastal processes, or projected climate risks.

This approach undermines the core policy objective of strategically protecting and enhancing

the coastal environment. It is clearly inconsistent with the principles of orderly, evidence

based, and precautionary planning as required under th€lanning Policy Frameworkincluding

Clauses 12.022S and 13.012S. + WUY q T WAH! Wagé WW~¢ |1 ROWDWe UT W9Ycet qe i
Y rEllitfence-based decision-makingd k s 6 R H# 6 uhBer sedtidd o 1R1iHE Matine and

Coastal Act 2018as:

J8a guiding principle for the management of the marine and coastal environment that
marine and coastal planning and management decisions should be based on best
available andrelevant environmental, social and economic understanding, recognising
that information will often be limitedhs

Lack ofintegratedcoastalzoneplanning

The PGASP zoning was not informed by detailed biodiversitlysite-specific coastal hazard
assessments. Instead, the amendment proposes to defer both the flora and fauna
assessments and the preparation of the Foreshore Improvement Plan (FIMP) to the
Development Plan stage. The FIMP is intended to evaluate coastal hazard vulnerabylity
including sea level rise, storm surge exposure, and shoreline processgsand propose
appropriate mitigation measures*® However, proceeding with rezoning prior to undertaking
these critical assessments isinconsistent with the guiding principle of integrated coastal zone
planning and management, central tothe two marine and coastalpolicy documents cited by
this clause.!” The principle is defined in Part 2 s8(1)(2) of thdarine and Coastal Act 2018

(D) It is a guiding principle for the management of the marine armbastal environment
that planning and management should be ceordinated and integrated, as appropriate,
acrossuy,

(a) the marine and coastal environment and associated catchments; and

(b) the water cycle, including as it relates to estuaries, oceans, bays and coastal waters,
groundwater and waterways, where this affects the marine and coastal environment
and water quality; and

(c) industry sectors and users of the marine and coastal environment; and

(d) land tenure where this affects the marine and coastal environment.

16 EGSC Council Meeting Agenda 15 Apr 2025; p.24
17 Refer toMarine and Coastal PolicyDepartment of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2020)
Marine and Coastal StrategyDepartment of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2022)
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(2) Planning and management should also take into account lortgrm and short-term
environmental, social and economic considerations

N & k&the first, consider the evidence later kaiproach adopted by the amendment in
relation to the coastal zone and its catchment falls well short of this guiding principle
Identifying and mapping significantenvironmental values and coastal processesincluding
shoreline and habitat retreat as sea levels rise needs to occur early ihe strategic planning
process. The absence ofsite-specific environmental and topographic (LiDAR$urveysfor
instance, risks overlooking ecologically significant valuesaind coastal processesthat may well
extend beyond the 2.8n AHD foreshore reserve boundarin the long term Moreover, any
ecological or hazard mitigation actions identified after rezoning may be constrained by

1 land usezoningdecisions already locked in

9 cross-boundary land tenure issues,

1 the loss of low-cost, nature-based adaptation options,

1 Astormwater management strategy not fully integrated with the watecycle of
downstream habitats

N 6 r@tbhe first, consider the evidence later kafproach adopted by the amendment in
relation to the coastal zone and its catchment falls well short of thisand all other, guiding
principles of the Marine & Coastal Act and Policydentifying and mapping significant
environmental values andunderstanding coastal processes, including shoreline and habitat
retreat as sea levels riseneeds to occur early inthe strategic planningprocess. Site-specific
environmental surveysand topographic (LiDAR)nformed hydrodynamic andgeomorphological
modelling are thefgold standardkfor high resolutiontemporal and spatial analysis of coastal
hazard riskand environmental impact at the property lewel. If such high-resolution analysis is
not feasible or required for grategic planning purposes then the next bestalternative is to
utilise the latest Probabilistic Coastal Inundation Assessmentdatasets for East Gippsland
(CSIRQ 2024).*®

Using best availableoastd hazard asessmentdata

Updated international and Victorian guidance now recommend a riskbased approach
considering probabilistic and higherend sealevel rise scenarios (IPCC ARG, 202¥jctorian
Resilient Coast Extended Guideline2022).The CSIRO probabilistic inundation layer for East
Gippsland provides estimates of the likely range (uncertainty) of how high future design storm
water levelswill reach, using numerical simulations of historic extreme water levels with future
mean sea level projections from the sixth IPCC assessment report (ARG he flood estimates
are presented asindicative hazard zones T appropriate for strategic planning and climate risk
appraisal. Although based on gprobabilistic statich H¢ q6 qe Ak Wl ¢ q 6 1JI Wa 6 ¢ Ulle Wi !
model, the dataset does incorporate areeboard allowance for wave setup.Moreover,
augmented bathtub modelling using relatively high-resolution data may provide anacceptable

18 Refer to Aopendix C:Response toExpert Witness Statement of Warwick Bishop Hydrology and
Flooding (Amendment C172egip, 2025pr further detail on the CSIRO inundation mapping fahe East
Gippsland Local Government AregLGA)
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low-cost alternative approachto dynamic flood modellingin young lakelike estuarine systems
such as the Gippsland LakegKumbier, et al. 2019)

By contrast,the amendmentk t Laf & fikded contour line to denote safe and usafe areas to
2100 is exceptionally simplistic. It doesnot account for the temporal and spatial aspects of
coastal inundation (e.g. flood duration, wave overtopping, multday flood peaks shoreline
erosion) nor the inherent uncertainties of future climate impacts across a range of emissions
scenariosr critical factors for infrastructure resilience and ecological impactin estuarine
environments. Additionally, no freeboard allowance was appliedo the +0.8 m Sea Level Ris¢o
account for wave setup, and failsto incorporate event probabilitiesand unexpected flood
factors; effectively representing only asingle, static 'bathtub’ inundation scenario. Thus, the2.8
m AHDbenchmark adopted by the amendment and justified by the expertreport without
reference to the latestavailable probabilistic coastal inundation modelling does not effectively
account for compound hazards,coastal processesthat lead to shoreline retreat or higherend
sea-level rise scenarios. Thisimplistic and deterministic approach could significantly
underestimate future risks by a considerable marginand fails to align with contemporaryrisk
assessment methodologies and best practice.

Therefore, the amendmentcannot be confident that plausible, highemissions sea level rise
scenarios wonk q) LUHE Y & GignifidaRticddstal values and impact coastal processes beyond
the 2.8 m AHD foreshore reserve boundargver thelonger term. Moreover, any ecological or
hazard mitigation actions identified after rezoning may be constrained by

1 Land usezoningdecisions already locked in

9 Cross-boundary land tenure issues,

1 The loss of low-cost, nature-based adaptation options,

1 Astormwater management strategy not fully integrated with the watecycle of
downstream habitats

Né Rt Wt Dhue JUARRUNDWNGe¢s We UT I GRUDY W6 W3We aWOT G 3U0qkt L
maladaptive planning outcomes and avoidable environmental degradatiorin future years

Furthermore, rezoning land prior to detailed environmental assessments risks direct,

cumulative and synergistic effects on sensitive ecosystems and habitats, contrary to the

strategies of clause 12.021S:

Minimise direct, cumulative andsynergistic effects on ecosystems and habitats.

Maintain the natural drainage patterns, water quality and biodiversity in and adjacent to
coastal estuaries, wetlands and waterways.

The lack ofconsideration of flora and fauna surveys and detailed biodiversity assessmentat
the rezoning stage s of particular concern, given the saltmarsh wetland and coastal
grasslands are known to support at least eight EPBdisted migratory species'® including:

1 Rednecked stints
1 Sharp-tailed sandpipers
1 Red-capped plovers

19 Birdata database records; BirdLife East Gippslandoers. com. (May 2025)
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Common greenshanks

Pacific golden plovers

Grey plovers

Pied stilts

xecq6cukt Wt URGUWbIC Gt YWI Rt qUT.Wet WéadUWI ¢HGWWe U]
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In sum, the siteskcoastal zone supports:

9 at least eight protected migratory species (including a migratory species listed as
Vulnerable underthe Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
(EPBC Act),

9 contains 8.334 Ha of Endangered Estuarine Swamp Scrub(EVC53_62) and mayalso
contain Vulnerable Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh EC(53_62)EPBC Actlisted with
further survey effort2°

1 the land the adjoins the internationally significant Ramsattisted wetlands of Point
Fullarton, and

 17EPBGI Rt qUT Wxc¢qécakt WEURGUWs I W WYl T 7T WRUWT :
inside the project area

f cWU¢cqRYUcha! Wt RDURNRACUqWGYGaelcqRYUWYNLXEq6C I
land.??

In this context, adetailed environmental assessment is essential to determine whether a
referral under theEnvironment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 199€PBC Act) is
required. In accordance with the principles of orderly, efficient, and integrated planning, such
matters should be resolvedprior to rezoning , not deferred. Addressing this significant site
constraint at the strategic planning stage minimises the risk of reactive or ad hoc amendments
to zoning and overlay controls, or substantial and costly rasions to the Development Plary
which, under the current process, isunrealistically expected to be finalised and adopted by
Council as early as 20262 Early resolution would also provide greater certainty to landowners,
developers, and the community, and ensure compliance with national environmental
obligations from earlyon in the process.

Inadequate Buffer for Dynamic Coastal Systems

The amendment also fails to incorporate sufficiensetbacks to accommodate coastal
recession, shoreline retreat, and wetland migrationy coastal processes that areimplicitly
recognised in Clauses 12.021S:

Protect and enhance the overall extent and condition of nativieabitats and species
diversity distributions across public and private land in the marine and coastal
environment.

20 Nature AdvisoryFlora & Fauna Assessmen(2024) pp.22,29

21 15 Latham Snipe recorded in targeted surveyi the coastal zone during 14/15 Nov 2028s noted in

the Nature AdvisoryFlora & Fauna Assessmen(2024) P.29

2 WG YGYH WT W ¥W2R0aYGGNUquYUWagsWIWeT TeHWUqUWNMIOTE ¢ WG YGII
under the EPBC Act and currently under review BYCATRef: P1514/2023

ZEGSC Council Meeting Agenda 15 Apr 2025; Officer Report; p.10
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Minimal climate change adaptation buffers have been provided to allow for habitat retreat as
sea levels rise and the foreshore erodes and retreats over timas shown in the map ovedaf.
The map ofprojected foreshore inundationfrom 2040to 2100, based on the Victorian Coastal
Inundation Dataset (2012) which was derived from the Future Coasts project specifically as a
conservative strategic decision support tool for coastal planners highlights the inherent
coastal hazard risks ofthe Lake King coastal zone

Without mitigation measures such as £a wallsor levees, a projected 20cm sea level riseis

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
LAKE KING FORESHORE
PROPOSED ZONING

ey
A iy,

/////;//{{/;/////”77//

Lty
24,

N Legend
=) Development Plan Overlay
IZZ} Northern Stormwater Basin (Proposed)
W E SLR20CM_2040
l') R N [ ] SLR82CM_2100
110 220 330 Meter: SLRE2CM_ST 2100
./ 2.8m Contour (MGA2020-55)
S | PCRZ with 2.8m boundary
Source: DSE, (2012) Victorian Coastal Inundation Dataset - Future Coasts GRZ3

likely to permanentlyinundate about 1163ha or about 51.05% of the proposed 2.79ha future
Public Conservation ResourceZzone (PCRZ)By 2100,0ver 17ha or 74.76% of th@roposed
PCRZ will be permanently inundated by a projected 82cm sea level rise if no protective
measures are taken to hold back the lake waters. Around 22loa 97% of the conservation
reserve will be impacted by the projected 82cm sea level rise and increasingly frequent storm
and tide surges by the turn of this century.

Adopting the far more optimistic SLR methodology of the LCHA (2014) shoreline erosion
mapping report (shown below), the projected loss of Lake King foreshore is still severe
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PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
LAKE KING FORESHORE RESERVE
SHORELINE EROSION 2100
SEA LEVEL RISE 2040
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Source: Water Technology (2014) Gippsland Lakes Coastal Hazard Assessment | PCRZ with 2.8m boundary
S DSE, (2012) Victorian Coastal Inundation Dataset - Future Coasts GRZ3

It is clear that the proposed adaptation buffers remain inadequate to effectively protect high
conservation coastal habitats (as per the map below)At its widest point the PCRZ in 2100 is
127 m from the 2.8 m AHD line, and just 38 m from GRZ boundary at its closest pofaiven the
length of the proposed drainage basin, by 2100 only around 39% (385 m of the 985 m long)
foreshore reserve is not projected to be impacted by coastal squeezénterestingly, the
Victorian Coastal Inundation _Future Coasts layerlsowing the projected extent of a 20cm Sea
Level Rise (SLR) by 2040 in blue crosshatphotruding past the LCHA 2100 projected shoreline
over on the eastern bluff.The different inundation extents resulting from the two projects
highlights the complexities and uncertainty inherent in SLR modelling, giveroth the LCHA
(2014)and Vic Inundation datasets(2012)used the same 1m Coastal DEM witha vertical
accuracy of ++ 10 cm.

Theoverall extent and condition of native habitats and species diversitwithin the reserve are
expected to experience a catastrophic declineunless :

1 adequate adaptation setbacks are put inplace incorporating all suiable gently sloping
foreshore landto ensure endangered habitats can mgrate further upslope as sea levels
rise.

1 costly defensive sea walls arebuilt, and continually raised, to effectively keep rising sea
levels at bay for everThis option however will impede natural coastal processes and
cause worsening eroson to adjacent, unprotected coastal habitats
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Clause 12.02ST1 Marine and Coastal Crown Land

This clause gives policy effect to thévlarine and Coastal Policy 202@&nd the Marine and

Coastal Strategy 202# s 6 RAS Waq YN qdé 1J1l We |l qRHe O praddtlamd A G 1J¢ | WG
enhance the marine and coastal environmentCO

While these are nonstatutory policy documents, their integration into the Planning Policy
Framework gives them practical force in guiding land use and development decisions under the
Planning and Environment Act 1987

N6WJWRUAGzt RYUWY nWa6 WWaldl & Wl U 6 detigbii-makérdareU ¢ 0t We WG
directed not only to safeguard existing environmental values but also to actively improve

ecological conditions where degradation has occurred. This is particularly relevant to the Lake

King foreshore and adjoining catchment, which has beensubstantially modified. The clause

mel q6 131 WacUT ¢cqlt W WWGI YaqUWHqRYUWEUT WIU6¢ UHIAGWUqL
Ge HOIRHWZ2Rt 2¢O WHYI | RT YI t ®cpldfichl B0 landdcap®RimpddueméntsLLI] + G1J H a
through revegetation and restoration, especially in areas adjoining coastal reserves.

The amendment is not consistent with the requirement that use and development on or
adjacent to marine and coastal Crown land demonstrates neeghas a coastal dependency
maintains public benefit, and minimises the loss of public open space. These objectives are
especially critical given the subject area is exposed tgignificant coastal hazard risks,
particularly sea level rise, erosion and inundation.

The foreshore zone within the amendment area includes a narrow strip of existing Crown land at
the waterfront, with the remainder proposed for eventual transfer and rezoning to the Public
Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ). However, this entire foresb@rea is at serious risk

of long-term inundation, shoreline retreat and erosion, due to projected sea level rise of at least
0.8 m by 2100.DELWPcoastal hazard mapping confirm that much of this lowmying landy
comprising unconsolidated Holocene dune and swamp deposity is likely to be intermittently

or permanently inundated by storm surge and tidal events within the planning horizon.

Despite these risks, the amendment does not apply any coastal hazard overlay or enforce a

precautionary setback that would preservemore ofq 6 JWn Y1 13t 6 YI UKkt WGe HI RHWY G,
future. Instead, it relies on a fixed 2.8n AHD exclusion line, derived from outdated modelling,

which closely abuts the upper extent of the projected 2100 inundation zone. This approach

leaves no margin for error or allowance for dynamic shoreline processes, and fails to preserve

inland retreat areas necessary for ecosystem migration, public access, or community benefit.

As previously noted, vithout a wider adaptive buffer,by as early as 2040around 51% of the

PCRZ is likely to be permanently inundated by@ojected 20cm sea level rise with the majority

of the future PCRZ expected to become unusable or unsafe by the end of the century.

Further, Clause 12.022S requires that coastal Crown land uses must minimise loss of public
open space and maintain or enhance public benefit. Yet, the amendment facilitates residential
development directly adjacent to this vulnerable zone without securin@lternative inland areas
for recreation, foreshore access, or ecological restoration. This creates a path dependency
where future adaptation optionsy such as retreat, habitat restoration, or public infrastructure
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realignmenty are foreclosed by fixed residential boundaries set too close to a dynamic
shoreline.

In summary, the amendment does not align with Clause 12.02S because:

{1 It fails to plan for the longterm public use and accessibility of coastal Crown land that
is highly vulnerable to inundation and erosion;

1 Itdoes not provide for adaptive buffers that would support public benefit, safety, or
ecosystem retreat;

f It permits public and community infrastructure development in locations that may
become unviable or unsafe within the planning horizon;

7 It relies on outdated hazard modelling and defers meaningful coastal hazard
assessment to the Development Plan stage, undermining the precautionary intent of
the clause.

Clause 12.03LST River and riparian corridors, waterways,

lakes, wetlands and billabongs

N6 Rt LWHG ¢ 2 to pratectRuddiendan¥elilaterway systems including river and riparian

corridors, waterways, lakes, wetlands and billabongs: Again, the policy goal hereis to improve

upon lake and wetland values rather than justconservingthem in their current condition,

reinforcing the strategic intent of clauses 12.011S and 12.021S. Clause 12.031S seeks to

Gl YqUeaqWe UT WIUscURVDWERAQY! Rkt Wsecqlll s¢! t AWIGEt It ¢
environmental, cultural, and landscape assets. However, these values are increasingly

threatened by the impacts of climate changg particularly sea level rise, increasedvetland

inundation, and shoreline erosion. These coastal hazards will directly compromise the integrity

YnWx ¢t Wu RUNK indswEtland habitats, dnidl €iérdutiding:landscape features.

i Rq6VYe qWGI YeHqR2 DWRUq I Ayihgepdoygithratdirecrddtidbal swrddg) 6 1J WG ¢ t 1.
most of which lie below 2.8 m AHDy will be periodically and then permanently inundated as

sea levels rise resulting in the loss of both environmental values and publiamenity.

Attempting to restore or enhance foreshore values after these areas have been submerged or

eroded is neither practical nor consistent with the clausés directive to enhance, not merely

conserve, waterway systems.

NYWGWUqWagé JWRGEat Dkt WEGYTRA! WYATWHqR2 It dwe U Wi 132 1
must demonstrate a longterm, climate-resilient approach to waterway and foreshore

management. Achieving a balance between public use and the protection of fragilake-edge

and wetland habitats demands the reservation of much wider coastal buffers, including land

well above 2.8m AHD. Such buffers provide space for naturbased adaptation, including

habitat retreat, bank stabilisation, and the inland migration of riparian vegetation communities.

20200 YGOWUqWmRULWE ! G Gé q b !yrpalitciagydpUblicifore¥h@red RUN W9 | Y s U W
reservesy must not undermine the longterm viability of those public assets. This includes

acknowledging the risks to foreshore values posed by intensifying climate hazards and
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associated infrastructure pressures such as road realignments, stormwater drainage, and
defensive works that disrupt natural geomorphology.

Furthermore, retaining safe and equitable public access to the lakeshore and foreshore
parklandsy as envisaged under Clause 12.03 Sy will become increasingly difficult as low
lying land is rendered unsafe or permanently inaccessible due to flooding or erasi. The
strategic objectives to enhance parklands, recreational green spaces, and pedestridcycling
linkages will be fundamentally compromised unless sufficient land is set aside now before
rezoning occursy to allow for long-term environmental protection and passive public use. If
these areas are not proactively protected through adequate buffers and zoning, there is a real
risk that public foreshore land will be incrementally lost to coastal hazards or functionally
privatised as safe, accessible areas rewat behind development boundaries. In such a
scenario, costly protective works may be required merely to retain minimal accegsan
outcome that is neither environmentally sustainable nor economically defensible.

Clause 12.051STEnvironmentally sensitive areas

The amendment appearsinconsistent with Clause 12.051S, as is keyplanning responseto
climate risk is speculative anddeterministic, and is likely tofall short of adequately protecting
the environmental and recreational values of thd_ake Kingforeshore areaover the long term
The development proceeds in advance of appropriate hazard and ecological assessments and
does not establish sufficient coastal buffers to account for sea level rise, inundation, or
erosion.

By permitting development in close proximity to a vulnerable and dynamic shoreline, the
amendment risks longq 131 G WT NI ¢T ¢ qRYUWYnWgSWnYIl It Y1 Ukt WIF
amenity. This approach undermines the intent of Clause 12.64S, which explicitly seeks to

prevent development that would diminish the environmental conservation or recreational

values of the Gippsland Lakes and its foreshore.

Clause 12.051L - Environmentally sensitive areas

The amendment is inconsistent with the objectives and strategies of Clause 12.08., which

seeks to protect and enhance the environmental, cultural, and aesthetic values of East

] RGGt G c¢UT kt WGYH qut WUt RgR21J WG ¢ UT + #¢ GIJt IOWN-6 LW 2 AT L.
facing slopes that directly interface with Lake King a region clearlyidentified in the planning

scheme as having high environmental sensitivity and landscape valyéurther reinforced by the

application of the Significant Landscape Overlay (ippsland Lakes) over this foreshore area

However, the amendment facilitates development in advance of comprehensiveisual
landscape, ecological, biophysical, and geomorphological assessments. This prempts
informed decision-making and risks undermining the very landscape character and
environmental integrity the clause is intended to protect. The proposed design and siting of
development are not demonstrably sympathetic to the coastal character of the area, nor do
they ensure the preservation of key aesthetic and ecological features, includinggnificant
lakefront vistas, prominent ridgetopsand saltmarsh wetlands in an environmentally sensitive
area.
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Moreover, the amendment fails to minimise impacts on adjacent Crown land and public
reserves, contrary to the explicit strategy to protect areas borderingrown land. The longterm
viability of these areay particularly the foreshore reservey is threatened by inadequate
consideration of coastal hazard risks, including erosion, inundation, and sekevel rise. These
risks are compounded by the absence of a strategic adaptation buffer above 28 AHD to
foster greater climate resilience, andallow for the inland migration ofsignificant habitats and to
maintain landscape amenity and public access. In its current form, the amendment disregards
the cumulative visual and environmental impacts on a region mapped and recognised for its
high landscape sensitivity, and fails to uphold the strategic diretion to design development
qé6c¢ qWRt W Ut GYUt R2DAWET ¢ GqR21IAWe UT WG YqUHqR2 JWY n L
assets.

Clause 12.082ST Landscapes

The amendmentincludes a number of provisions that are designed to achieve the policy

objectives to this clause; which seekto protect and enhance significant landscapes and open

P GeHIUY WadcaqwaYUql RAz qU WY W6 W WNRY Gemadst= 6 ¢ | ¢ Haldl
sensitive landscape within he Paynesville Growth Area (PGA) is withoutoubt the Lake King

foreshore, adjoining north-facing slopesand ridgetopswhich form part of a broader coastal

landscape that is visually prominent, environmentally sensitive, and integral to the identity of

the Gippsland Lakes systemwhich is reflected bySchedule 2 to Clause42.03 Significant

Landscape Overlay (Gippsland Lakes) thaturrently applies on the subject land(see map

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
SIGNIFICANT LANDSCAPE OVERLAY (SLO2)
TO BE REMOVED AND RETAINED
WITH
TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

N Legend
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W E ? ; 1‘:5 ; 2?0 | ; ; 4?0 Meters 5L02 To Be Removed
B sLo2 Gippsland Lakes (Current)
S
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below). Thisclause acknowledges thelandscape character ofthe coastal interfaceto Lake
King, whichis a lake of state significance.

The amendmentrelies almost exclusively on theproposed DPOD conditions to achieve
landscape character, environmentaland visual amenity objectives. TheDPO10 conditiors that
are mostrelevantto achieving these landscaperelated objectives are:

Land Use and Towrship Character provisions :

91 Design guidelinesto inform three-dimensional building envelopesto include
consideration of:
- Viewsto and from Lake Kingthrough the managementof maximum building heights
from natural ground level.
- Sideboundary setbacks to avoid continuous built form.
- Viewingcorridors from the road network and public realm, including public open
space, towards Lake King.
- Reasonablesharing of viewsfrom dwellings to LakeKing.
- Setbacksfrom sensitive foreshore areas.

9 Landscape buffersand fother mechanismskfor sensitiveinterfaces with rural land

Streetscape treatments and landscaping
1 Ensure that the subdivision provides appropriate linkage and interface treatments to
adjoining land.

=

Foreshore Improvement and Management Plan provisions (apply to all land below 2.8 m
AHDY)

1 Vegetatedbuffers

1 Demonstrate how the visual impact of development when viewed from LakeKingis
minimised.

1 Acoastal hazardvulnerability assessment with recommendatons to mitigate any
identified risks

Flora and Fauna Assessment (applies all land)

1 To includerecommendations in relation to subdivision design and make appropriate
links to the Foreshore Improvement Management Plan

The amendment proposes the usehese planning tools to achieve keyneighbourhood

character and visual amenity objectives Among the most relevant tools, are guidelines relating

to lot size, threedimensional building envelopes, and street layout. The amendment also

RUBGaT It WewWaeUTt #EGRUNDWI BheRI WG WUqWbigql BIWGH ¢ UqRCU
development. Each of these visual amenity planning tools are assessed below:

Lot size

The Structure Plan (p.21) provides specific guidance on lot size through three Urban Land Use
Guidelines (see G1, G2 and G3J.hese guidelinesserve to establish the preferred lot size range

65



of 500-1000m2, permit lots smaller than 500m2 in areas adjacent to open space and natural
features and seek to cap maximum lot size to 1000m2 unless their form enables further
subdivision without battle-axe lots.

We submit the central purpose of these guidelines igenerally to support higher density

residential developments wherever feasible We note that higher density development is less

niet RAGWWe UT Wi Ut RI ¢cAGWWYUWqs WY cet qe¢aWnl RUNIWIWYn U
qé6 Wi YHCOGWHRGE! ¢Hql WYNnWeUW GedaWact 3t RT WWaqVYs Uk 6 WC
north-facing slopes overlooking the Lake King foreshore aredhis would be consistent with the

approach taken in amendment C171egip for the neighbouring coastal settlement of Eagle

Point, which introduces minimum lot sizes for residential land in sensitive environmental

locations that is commensurate with the enviremental quality and capacity of the land?*

Larger lots @ng theridgelinesoverlooking Lake Kjn

Larger lot sizes simply provide the necessary space to implement design elements that can
minimise visual bulk and continuous built form to protect and enhance visual amenity? We
submit that larger lots enhance the effectiveness of threedimensional building envelopes in
meeting specific design objectives. In this instancethe preservation of coastal character and
the reasonable sharing of viewsThe greater scope for view sharing that larger lots offer was
recently demonstrated by a residential subdivision in the neighbouring 10.7ha property on the
NI YsqdéWel ekt WOV I Dménylikdeccbnaplidony tiferendd indCIATS, KDdse
objectors adjacent to the largest lots (1018m-1688m?) resolved their view sharing dispute by
negotiating for a decrease in the building envelopes. However, the objectors abutting the
smaller lots (600 n¥-829 n¥) did not settle, as the smaller lot size most likely made substantive
reductions in building envelopes unviable for the developer.

The design flexibility afforded by larger lots, allows for:

wider setbacks

more substantial landscaping
vegetated screeniry

reduced building density.

= =4 =4 =4

We submit that the visually prominent ridgetops and northfacing slopes of the northern growth
area are unsuitable for 500mM-1000m? lots. This is consistent with clause 11.034S (Coastal
Settlement) which seeks to limit development on ridgelines, the shorelines of estuaries and
identified coastal hazard areas, all of which apply to the northern growth are&ot sizes in
excess of 1000m2however, have much greater scope to protect visual amenity in both the
public realm (landscape character) and private realm (view sharing).

Threedimensional building envelope guidelines

The Development Plan Overlay requires that landowners / developers prepare the detailed
design guidelines which will inform the preparation of threadimensional building envelopes on

24 Amendment C171egipt Explanatory Report, p.5

% See Knox City Council Residential Design Guidelines (2019); Moorabool Shire Urdaesign
Guidelines (2024); and Good Design and the Coastissue 3 (2023)
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affected lots. The guidancegivento drafting the guidelines provided by the DPO pertains to
consideration (where required) of:

f Views to and from Lake King through the management of maximum building heights
from natural ground level.

{1 Side boundarysetbacks to avoid continuous built form.

T Viewing corridors from the road network and public realm, including public open space,
towards Lake King.

f Reasonable sharing of views from dwellings to Lake King.

1 Setbacksfrom sensitive foreshore areas.

Minimum setback and maximum height guidelines are critical tools for managing spatial form,
scale, and their visual impact.We submit that undefined building envelopes with no minimum
requirements run the risk of undermining landscape quality objectives and compromising the
character, functionality, and visual amenity of both public and private spacesThis outcome is
contrary to the strategies of 12.051L (Environmentally Sensitie Areas) namely:

Design development in significant landscape areas including those referenced on the
map to this clause that is sympathetic to the character of the area and preserves its
aesthetic values.

Protect and enhance landscapes,important vistas and visual and environmental
gualities of coastal, lakeshore and riveifrontage areas, townships, recreation activity
centres through responsive siting and design.

Protect areas of high landscape sensitivity including visually prominent ridgelines, areas
adjacent to the coastline, lakes or rivers and remnant vegetation in cleared areas, views
from significant lookout points and scenic roads including those referencedn the map

to this clause.

Deferring the preparation of building envelope guidelines, shifts the focus from a transparent
and strategically driven framework, to a piecemeal and potentially reactive process, where
decisions might prioritize shortterm developer interests over longterm community needs. We
refer to the example provided by adjoining ridgetop properties along Eagle Bay Terrace and
Fullarton Drive just east of the growth area, which have lot sizes ranging from around 80Bm
1375m2.

We submit that despite the larger lots and the application of building envelopes restricting
heights to 7.5 meters, the continuous built form and obtrusive visual bulk of the dwellings is
clearly visible from Lake King, the foreshore walking track, and froes far away as the lake
foreshore at the Eagle Point Hub. The net result of this sprawling ridgetop development has
been significant visual impacts to an important coastal landscape, as shown in the photo
below.
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Landscaping
In addition to building envelopes, the Structure Plan (p.18 ) adopts requirement R7 which
states:

Native tree planting shall be implemented on the foreshore reserve and adjacent streets
to soften the visual impact of development when viewed from Lake King while providing
reasonable opportunities for view sharing from residential lots north of PayneskdlRoad
and complying with bushfire management requirements.

R7 seeks to preserve both privatand public visual amenity using planted native vegetation,
whilst simultaneously seeking to reduce bushfire risk. This requirement is unlikely to be
achieved for two main reasons

1. Planting native trees large enough to screen visual bufkom the lake (public amenity) is
likely to impact residential viewsto the lake (private visual amenity).
These two distinct visual amenity objectives are to a large extermnutually exclusive.
2. Planting a sufficient number and density of large native trees common to the areso as
qYWIn nWHEHqR2IG! W #1 3J0WY!I Wht YnagldUk Ubasitiélli2 Rt 2 ¢ G |
potential to increase bushfire risk.

Again, these two objectives are not complimentary, since native trees can potentially lseme a
significant fire hazard.Resolving these contradictory policy goals without sacrificing theh a | 1313 LW
lined and vegetated coastal characterkof Paynesvillerequires less emphasis onlandscapingto

do the theawy liftingkwith regards to protecting visuallandscape amenity. A greaterdensity of

native trees can bemore safely achievedif minimum lot sizes are increased along the dgetops
overlookingLake King. Larger and fewer lots bbng the prominent ridgetops would reduce

housing density in thePGA most visually sensitive landscape, ensure building envelopes have

the space they need to be rore effective.

Street layout

Another Structure Plan (p.19) guideline (G1) seeks to design street networks that maximise
mpIYUNW RY a6 HILEIZ B 1D $rdmililh e wasptLKhi¥ guidieline omits any
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consideration of the visual impacts that dwellings may have on landscape quality when viewed
from the waters of Lake King or nearby popular foreshore areas, being inconsistent witlause
12.02-1L (Protection of coastal areas)which seeks to:

Manage the coastal foreshore for environmental protection, preservation of landscape
quality.

We submit inadequate consideration is given to protecting a landscape of state significance,
with LakeKing recognised as one of the most prominent water features in this landscapéWe
fear that the proponent derivedvisual amenity provisions (i.e, building envelopes and

vegetated screening) andhe uniform application of GRZ3is unlikely to be effective at achieving
key neighbourhood / township character and visual amenity objectives/Ne submit that the

DPO does not adequately rationalise the DDO14 and SLO visual amenity controls. Furthermore,
the DPO does not sufficiently decant relevant, measurable requirements into the GRZ schedule
3 nor decant the more subjective requirements effectiely and transparentlyinto the DPO.

In this respect, a Neighbourhood Residential Zone that specified minimum lot sizedong with

an expanded foreshore reserve along the nortfacing slopeswould provide a more robust

GUAS6cURYt OWaqVYWGI YaqURqWAe! Ot 2RO0GVUKY WHYCEH qetaWqYs 0L
landscape values.Overall, the Neighbourhood Residential Zone is significantly more

sympathetic to the limited development capacity and coastal landscape character values of

the exposed ridgetops overlooking Lake King, than the application of the General Residential

Zone.

Provision for &andscape Impact Assessmeas part of DPO10

Significantly, the DPO conditions do not require land owners / developerto undertake a
Landscape Impact Assessment, making the effectiveness of the building envelope guidelines
difficult to model and assess. We submit that a landscape impact assessment be undertaken
which models the effect of various minimum lot sizes, building envelopes, street layouts and
tree plantings on thesensitive coastal landscape. The landscape assessment results would
provide a more objective evidencebase on which to make coastal planning decisions,
particularly in relation to zoning, foreshore buffers, minimum lot size, street layouts,
landscaping and building envelope guidelinesWe submit that a landscape impact assessment
combined with mandatory minimum building envelope setbacks and height requirements
would more likely achieve the neighbourhood character objectives of clause 15.64S
(Neighbourhood Character)to:

Ensure development responds to its context and reinforces a sense of place and the
valued features and characteristics of the local environment and place by respecting
the:

1 Pattern of local urban structure and subdivision.
1 Underlying natural landscape character andsignificant vegetation.
1 Neighbourhood character values and built form that reflect community identity.

27Victorian Government (2006)Coastal Spaces Landscape Assessment Studyp.86
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In considering the appropriateness of the mandatory provisionsye have had regard to
Planning Practice Note No. 23PPN23 stipulates that though mandatory provisions are the
exception:

n they may be used to manage areas of consistent character [and] sensitive
environmental locations such as along the coast®

We believe thatthat establishing minimum mandatory set back and maximum height
provisions, guided by a rdoust and comprehensive Visual Impact Assessmenprovidesa more
transparent, evidence-based approach, to achieving important landscape and chaacter
objectives.?® At present, the amendment hasnot adequately demonstrated its visual landscape
provisions are sufficientto effectively preserve thevisual landscape qualities and ecological
functioning of this significant landscape.

As notedpreviously, the amendmentfacilitates development without well-defined and critical
planning inputs, including:

1 acomprehensiveVisual Impact Assessment to guideand inform zoning and overlay
decision making,

1 the establishment of adequate coastal buffersbased ona comprehensive coastal
hazardrisk assessment; and

1 aCoastal Adaptation Plan that effectively responds b long-term coastal hazardsand
supports community resilience.

A MsuallmpactAssessments need fofand from which th&LQ is being

removed

The absence of thesgplanning measures undermines the amendment's ability tananage
environmental risks effectively, efficiently and sustainably.Orderly planning that intends to
achieve specific visual amenity objectives should be informed by appropiate technical
studies, of whicha visual impact assessment is but one However, integrating the results of a
detailed visual assesment with other key planning inputs, mtably the Foreshore Improvement
ManagementPlan will more likely/ bt RG GI Y2 D W6 JWad ¢ UT + #¢ GUWhe ¢ G RqRIJt w
environmental performance of the foreshore and adjacent public open spaceMoreover, the
DPO10 provision for the FIMP taL Emonstrate how the visual impact of development when
viewed from Lake Kingis minimised Lt 6 Beaxiehdéd toinclude all the land from which the
SLQis being removed This would ensure tlar at least some ofSLOobjectives to protect the
coastal character of the Gippsland Lakesmight be retained, and more importantly, some
measure of visualanalysis andevidence can inform the designof the lots, roads and street
scape in the sensitive coastal zone

28 planning Practice Note 23 | Applying the Incorporated Plan and Development Plan Overl£2622),
p.55
2 planning Practice Note 23 | Applying the Incorporated Plan and Development Plan Overl§£822),
p.55
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Evidencebased approach tprotectingsignficantlandscape amenitgnd

coastalvalues

Without such a study,we facethe uncertainty that future developmentwill visually and
physically encroach on a landscape recognised for its aesthetic value and ecological
sensitivity. The failure to proactively designate sufficient land above 2.8 Australian Height
Datum (AHD) to minimize exposure to coastal hazards beyond 2100, and to accommodate
nature-based adaptation responses, ecological migration, and future recreational access to
the foreshore, undermines both the intent and strategies of fause 12.052S. This clause
emphasizes the protection and enhancement of significant landscapes and open spaces that
contribute to character, identity, and sustainable environments. Specifically, it includes
strategies to ensure that development does not dtract from the natural qualities of significant
landscape areas and to improve landscape qualities, open space linkages, and environmental
performance in significant landscapes and open spaces, including green wedges, conservation
areas, and norrurban areas.

By not allocating adequate land above 2.81 AHD for these purposespr making provisions for a
Visual Landscape Assessment fothe SLO2 areaplanning decisions may conflict with the
directive to protect and enhanceimportant natural features and ensure development does not
detract from the environmental and visualqualities of the landscape, as outlined in Clause
12.05-2S. This shortfall could lead tdyoth adespoiled coastal landscape fadngincreased
vulnerability to coastal hazards and a diminished capacity for ecosystems and communities to
adapt to climate change impacts.

Moreover, he proposed future application of the Public Conservation and Resource Zone

(PCRZ) to the foreshore further fragments the planning approach, deferring protection

measures rather than integrating them into the current rezoning. This piecemeal sequencing

doet WOYqWmBRAOGI Y2 W6 WWacecUlt AeGUWe e RqRIJE WYl WIUG
foreshore and adjacent public open space. Instead, it allows for potential development that will

visually and physically encroach on a landscape recognisef its aesthetic value and

ecological sensitivity.

The failure to proactively designate sufficient land above 2.8 Australian Height Datum (AHD)
to minimize exposure to coastal hazards beyond 2100, and to accommodate natwigased
adaptation responses, ecological migration, and future recreational access to the foreshore,
undermines both the intent and strategies of Giuse 12.052S. This clause emphasizes the
protection and enhancement of significant landscapes and open spaces that contribute to
character, identity, and sustainable environments. Specifically, it includes strategies to ensure
that development does not cetract from the natural qualities of significant landscape areas and
to improve landscape qualities, open space linkages, and environmental performance in
significant landscapes and open spaces, including green wedges, conservation areas, and non
urban areas.

By not allocating adequate land above 2.81 AHD for these purposes, planning decisions may
conflict with the directive to protect and enhanceimportant natural features and ensure
development does not detract from the environmental and visuadjualities of the landscape, as
outlined in Clause 12.052S. This shortfall could lead to increased vulnerability to coastal
hazards and a diminished capacity for ecosystems and communities to adapt to climate
change impacts.
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Clause 13.011STt Climate Change Impacts

The conceptualisation and assessment of coastal inundation and erosion risks is central to
achieving the objectives of Clause 13.041S within the Victorian Planning Policy Framework.
Clause 13.0%1S explicitly requires planning authorities to identify, avidl, and mitigate natural
hazard risks to communities, infrastructure, and ecosystems through robust risbased
planning practices. Proper conceptualisation of risk involves thoroughly understanding the
interaction between climatic processesy such as sealevel rise, storm tides, extreme weather
eventsy and the geomorphological features of coastal areas. This includes identifying critical
thresholds where natural coastd buffers, such asfringing vegetation become overwhelmed,
potentially leading to sudden, significant shifts in hazard exposure. Effective assessment thus
relies on dynamic modelling approaches that realistically simulate coastal processes over both
near-term and distant future scenarios, acknowledging uncertainties inherent in climate
change projections. The adoption of a fixed 2.8 m AHBxclusion does notadequately identify
nor address all these individual, overlapping and concurrentor compound risk factors,
including the low-probability/high-impact events and emerging threatsuch accelerating
Antarctic ice sheetdisintegration associated with the highesiemissions scenarios.

Bythe experts own admission, the 2.8 m linewas not devised on the bais of a structured,
comprehensive, and dynamic risk assessment, but rather on a simple, singlemathematical
calculation based on limited evidence (2 m peak flood level .8 m SLR. The 2.8 m line does
not explicitly assess, quantify nor plan forthe full coastal risk spectrumy from minor to rare
and catastrophic events According to ISO 31000:2018&sk assessmenthierarchy, risk is
defined as thesb13°n 'n 13 H aq WY n hlbbjecti/Esh TkERabdart éh¥ourages planners to
identify and evaluate all relevant riskg not just the most frequent or most obviouy across the
continuum of probability and severity. Best practice dynamic risk assessmens model
thousands of possible future outcomes using advanced stochastic analysis and then present
this data in easy to comprehend mapsshowing inundation extentas variable rangerather than
a single, deterministic value (see example below):

Probability land willbe | Coastal flooding
affected Consideration?

 Between50and5%  “Possible”

- Between 95 and 50%

“Best estimate”

Greater than 95% “Confident”

Land

Thefixed contour line strategy cannot respond flexibly and proportionatelyto all potential risks
as it does not involve a assessment ofthe likelihood or frequency or probability of occurrence
of all those dynamic coastal processeslisted above. The fixed line appoach to risk

management also gnoresthe magnitude of risks or the severity of consequences, from minor
to major events. It also involves noconsideration of timing &duration T Whether the effects are
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short-term and predictable or longterm and extended.Finally, the 2.8 m contour does not
address compound or cascadingeffects Tthose multiple risks occurring simultaneously or
sequentially, amplifying impacts, such as majorfloods and 1% AEP storm eventeccurring at
the same time.

A holistic approach ensures no area is overlooked from the imminent to the unforeseenand
addresses future uncertainties such asaccelerating rates of shoreline erosionas sea levels rise
or the possibility of a 1:30 year flood eventoccurring before 2100. Accurately conceptualising
these risks ensures that strategic planning and development decisions are informed by the best
available science and evidence, aligning closely with principles from th¥ictorian Marine and
Coastal Policyy particularly evidence-based decision-making, which recognises that while
future scenarios carry uncertainty, planning must incorporate the best current understanding of
potential hazards. This approach supports the identification of areas where developmémay
exacerbate risk orwhere adaptation strategies like establishing wider setbacks, buffers, or
ecosystem-based management approaches could build resilience and reduce vulnerability.

Maladaptation
Without timely and comprehensive assessments, planning decisions may underestimate future
hazards, potentially resulting ina range of maladaptve planning outcomes, including

1 Public infrastructure exposed to climate risk , increasing susceptibility to damage
during extreme events.

1 Poorly located developments , exacerbating coastal squeezg where natural habitats
are trapped between rising seas and fixed infrastructure

1 lIrreversible loss of environmental values , including critical wetlands and biodiversity
areas.

1 Heightened long-term costs , such as those associated with emergency response
litigation and coastal infrastructure remediation.

Critically, comprehensive hazard assessmens directly support the effective implementation of
Clause 13.011S strategies, such as designing development to minimise environmental harm
and actively promoting adaptation measures that reduce vulnerability to coastal hazards. Such
assessments underpin proportionate and precationary planning responses, ensuring that

1 Low-probability but high-impact future scenariosy such as recent CSIRO projections
indicating plausible sealevel rise of over 3 meters by 2140 are explicitly
acknowledged and addressed.

1 Proactive hazard identification through accurate conceptualisation also aligns with the
precautionary principle, ensuring that the absence of complete certainty does not
become a rationale for postponing necessary mitigation measures.

Therefore, robust conceptualisation and assessmentof climate risks are fundamental to
strategic planning, not only to achie\e the objectives of Clause 13.011S, but also to foster
more resilient and sustainable coastal communities capable of adapting effectivelyand more
efficiently to evolving climatic conditions.

However,we submit that:
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1 The amendment has notably failed to adequately identify, conceptualise, and
comprehensively assess the inherent coastal hazard risks present alorthe Lake King
foreshore.

T Its approach to climate change impacts fundamentally downplays the severity and
long-term likelihood of coastal inundation and erosion, particularly neglecting the full
spectrum of their economic, social, and ecological consequences.

1 Specifically, the risk assessment underpinning the amendment narrowly considers
hazards only in terms of their direct impacts oronly selected built infrastructure,
development, and property assets, while systematically overlooking impacts on critical
coastal processes and foreshore values such as habitat connectivity, biodiversity
resilience, ecological migration pathways, recreational amenityand landscape
integrity.

1 The amendment entirely disregards lowconfidence yet highrconsequence scenarios,
such as those involving sedevel rise exceeding the nominal 0.8 m by 2100. Recent
t AFRWDUqRNRAWE Uc 0! t 1Jt-eAdipkojddidnsg, indratddpHasbie A§ Kkt WE RN G
scenarios involving rapid Antarctic ice sheet disintegration that could produce sedevel
rise exceeding three metres by as early as 2140, whighdespite lower probabilityy
carry catastrophic consequences The omission of such scenarios reflects a serious
methodological gap, undermining a truly riskbased and precautionary approach to
coastal hazard management.

~YI Y2101 AW IWe GUIUT GUUqkt W 30 R ¢ d$hglelbériourdindiatR & G Rt @
2.8 m AHDy highlights anothermajor shortcoming. This contour waschosen by adding an

allowance of 0.8 m for projected sealevel rise by 2100 to a modelled 1% Annual Exceedance

Probability (AEP) peak flood level of 2.0 m AKDwithout adequately considering dynamic

coastal processes, underlying geologyor changing storm characteristics. Research by Mclnnes

et al. (2015) explicitly identifies that static benchmarks are inadequate for coastal hazard

assessment, as they fail to capture the dynamic interactions between rising sea levels, shifting

coastal geomorphology, increased storm intensities, and altered hydrodynamic processes?

Contemporary bestpractice coastal planning strategies emphasise flexible, adaptive
approaches firmly grounded in the precautionary principle an@cosystem-based adaptation.*
Such strategies include proactive managedhabitat retreat, generous coastal setbacks,
adaptive spatial planning, and naturebased defences (e.g., wetlands andgwamp scrub).
According to recent CSIRO research, effectively mitigating lorgrm coastal risks demands
flexible planning frameworks explicitly designed to accommodate future coastal change and

30 DeConto, R. M., & Pollard, D. (2016). Contribution of Antarctica to past and future séavel rise.

Nature, 531(7596), 591597. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature17145

31 Grayson, R. (2004)Gippsland Lakes Flood Level Modelling Project: Final Repoentre for

Environmental Applied Hydrology, University of Melbourne.

2ofwgf U AluOWX IOAW9 62l A AWs AW~ YUt Dot ¢cUAaW?0AWcaUqldl AU
Sealevel rise projections for Australia: Information for impact and adaptation planningAustralian

Meteorological and Oceanographic Journal, 68), 127r149. https://doi.org/10.22499/2.6501.009

%3 Morris, R. L., Boxshall, A., & Swearer, S. E. (2020). Climaesilient coasts require diverse, flexible, and

adaptive nature-based solutions. One Earth, Z4), 320r323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.04.006
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uncertainties, rather than relying on static lines or fixed hazard extenthat are not informed by
local conditions, especially geomorphologyand coastal habitat values **

Managedhabitat retreats and other ecosystem-based strategies not only buffer coastal
communities from extreme events but also preserve and enhance coastal ecological processes
and foreshore values, directly aligning with the objectives and strategic intent articulated in
Clauses 13.0%11S and 13.01-2S. In sharp contrast, the simplistic anduniform 2.8 m AHD

contour exclusion zoneadopted by the amendment is fundamentally incompatible with these
contemporary planning principles,particularly those emphasizing dynamic(stochastic) risk
assessment and adaptive management®

Avoiding coastal squeezthe case for wider coastal buffers

Effective coastal planning also requires sufficienlty wide coastal buffers or setbacks from the
foreshore to enable ecosystems to migrate inland, preserving their ecological functions as sea
levels rise. Research has repeatedly demonstrated that constrained coastal ecosystems,
unable to migrate landward due to insufficient space or hard infrastructure, suffefrom coastal
squeezey where vital habitats such as wetlands, saltmarshes, andringing reedbedsare lost
entirely.%®

Little consideration appears to have been given to thieng-term fate of the sensitive foreshore
area once coastal inundation and increasingly frequent and intense storms exceed the 2.8m
AHD contourlevel. Beyond 2100, projections of sedevel rise become increasingly uncertain
and potentially severe, especially when considering lowprobability but high-impact processes
such as marine ice sheet instability (MISI) and marine ice cliff instability (MICThese
mechanisms, associated with the potential rapid collapse of parts of the Antarctic ice sheet,
could significantly amplify global sealevel rise 3

NS JWh AL UG WE GGl Y ¢ H6 k LWargeslbsdisivnnopkers tH &/didbott) R U 1 LU

direct and incremental impacts, work with natural processes and build resilience to climate
changewherever possible f U Wa 6 JWHEY U q 1J# q Windedbippedfiiésboke@angd, 13U q k + LU
resilience and working with natural processes requires an adequate understanding of coastal

inundation, storm/tide surge and shoreline retreat as sea levels rise. Moreover, evidendeased

decision making begins byrecognising the limitations of the existing evidence base¢® and

undertaking the necessary background studies of local conditionsnd constraints. In the

current context, this should include a detailed mapping of the foreshore zonegopography,

bathymetry, geology and soilgo ensure coastal planningisH¢ + 13T WY Ul 6 I Wh AIJt q ¢ 2 ¢
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Sealevel rise projections for Australia: Information for impact and adaptation planningAustralian
Meteorological and Oceanographic Journal, 68), 127149. https://doi.org/10.22499/2.6501.009

3 For best practice example refer tavicinnes, K.L. et al. (2022) Port Phillip Bay Coastal Hazard
Assessment. Report to Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning

% eo, K. L., Gillies, C. L., Fitzsimons, J. A., Hale, L. Z., & Beck, M. W. (2019). Coastal habitat squeeze: A
review of adaptation solutions for saltmarsh, mangrove and beach habitat€Ocean & Coastal

Management, 175 1807190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.03.019

%7 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). (2023limate Change 2021: The Physical

Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the Sixth Assessment Repdtambridge University
Press. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/

% DeConto, R. M., & Pollard, D. (2016). Contribution of Antarctica to past and future séavel rise.

Nature, 531(7596), 591597. https://doi.org/10.1038/naturel17145

% see discussion of the limitations of the Water Technology (2014) hazard assessmentAppendix A
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requirements of clause 13.011S, 12.0:2S and PPN53 without considering the results of a

geotechnical investigation, flora & fauna assessmentand updated coastal hazard modelling

based onlocal conditions prior to rezoningdecisions being locked in

Taking a more riskverse conservative planningpproach

Recent CSIRO assessments and other higand studies indicate sealevel rise could exceed 3
meters by as early as 2140, under extreme, yet plausible, scenarios involving rapid Antarctic ice
sheet disintegration (Grose & Webb, 2023; van de Wal et al., 2022 hesealarming

projections underscore the importance of incorporating a wide range of potential outcomes

into coastal planning and risk assessmentsSuch projections highlight the critical importance

of adopting precautionary and flexible approaches in coastal land use planning, recognizing
that even unlikely scenarios must be accounted for given their catastrophirdsk potential for
coastal communities and infrastructure.** While suchhigh-risk scenarios are considered low
probability, their high impact necessitates a precautionary approach to coastal development
and infrastructure planning*?Clause 13.0:NE Kk t WT Rl WHAqR2 JWqVY WT 3t RNOWI 132 1
environmental harmand cannot be satisfied without establishingfar wider, more conservative
and risk-averse coastalsetbacks orbuffers- an element that isclearly absent from the current
amendment.*®

The planning proposal compounds these problemsdopting the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local
Coastal Hazard Assessmen{LCHA)as the definitive risk assessment for the sitethereby
significantly undermining riskbased planning.While the study provides foundational insights,
the limitations in scenario scope, hydrodynamic modelling, data calibration, sensitivity
analyses, storm surge assessment, wind and wave climate considerations, and vegetation
dynamics indicate substantial patential for underestimation of risks.** Addressing these gaps
through enhancedstochastic scenario analysis(example shown below) advanced
hydrodynamic modelling, updated data calibration, robust sensitivity and uncertainty
assessments, detailed storm surge and extreme event modelling, integration of vegetation and
sediment dynamics, and adaptive benchmarks is imperative.

Implementing these improvements will lead toa more accurate and scientifically robust

coastal hazard assessment, ultimatelysupporting more effective, long-term coastal
management and adaptation planning Current guidance from the CSIRO stresses the
necessity of periodically updated hazard assessments, particularly given the rapid evolution of

40 Grose, M., & Webb, L. (2023)ce sheet tipping points and sedevel rise. CSIRO Climate Science

Centre. https://www.pacificmet.net/sites/default/files/inline -
files/documents/PICOF%2016%20_Session%204 %20Sea%20level%20tipping%20points CSIRO_0; pdf
van de Wal, R. S. W., Nicholls, R. J., Behar, D., Church, J., Hinkel, J., & Kopp, R. E. (208®)hend
estimate of sealevel rise for practitioners.World Climate Research Programme (WCRP). Retrieved from
https://www.wcrp -climate.org/news/science -highlights/1955-new-sea-level-projections-2022

41 CSIRO. {.d.). Future sea level changesCSIRO Sea Level, Waves and Coastal Extremes. Retrieved June
2, 2025, fromhttps://research.csiro.au/slrwavescoast/sea -level/future -sea-level-changes/

“2Hansen, J., Sato, M., Hearty, P., Ruedy, R., Kelley, M., Masddelmotte, V., ... & Lo, K. W. (2016). Ice
melt, sea level rise and superstorms: evidence from paleoclimate data, climate modeling, and modern
observations that 2 C global warming could be dargrous. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics16(6),
3761-3812.

“ibid

44 Refer to Appendix AReviewof the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA)
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coastal risk factors including sealevel rise and storm surge” Outdated hazard dataand
modelling results in maladaptationy poorly informed decisions that inadequately address
evolving hazardy directly contravening the objectives of Clause 13.011S.4

Disorderly coastal planning

Finally, the disorderly approach of rezoning land first anthen conducting detailed hazard
studies afterward- fundamentally contradicts the strategic intent of Clause 13.011S, which
demands integrated planning. This sequencing places future residents, infrastructure, and
natural assets at heightened risk, failing to ensure development occurs only in locations and
through methods that minimise hazardrisks. Comprehensive strategic hazard assessments
must precede rezoning decisions to ensure longerm safety and resilience, as supported by
national adaptation policy frameworks.*” Thus, the current amendment's planning process is
demonstrably inconsistent with established national best practice and the explicit directions of
Clause 13.0%:1S

Clause 13.012S Coastal Inundation and&sion

N6 IJWA] EAKt Wl 1Jt RHD@RIILDN 20 dsdhadd sligpkdéed by updated coastal
erosion or inundation modelling and fails to account for dynamic coastal processes such as
shoreline retreat, sediment transport, and wetland migration. Critically, the 2.8n AHD contour
closely abuts the projected 2100 sea level rise and storrtide surge extentprojections for the
Gippsland Lakes regiondisplaying anelevated rather than conservative risk threshold. This
leaves virtually no margin for error and leaving little safety buffer for more intense and frequent
episodic events, erosional variability, or future climate uncertaintyThe minimal safety magin
is visuallywell captured by themap overleaf, showing how little PCRZ igeft when the Victorian
Coastal Inundation layersfor the projected 82cm SLR andstorm/ tide scenario for2100is
applied. Such an approach does not satisfy the precautionary principle outlined in Clause
13.01-2S of the Planning Policy Framework, which requires planning authorities to adopt risk
based responses that account for scientific uncertainty in the escalation of exétme weather
events, erosion rates and sea level rise conditions over time

To ensure climateresilient and ecologically responsible landuse planning, the structure plan
should applywider setbacks that include the full extent of lowlying land adjacent to the
foreshore q 6 ¢ mantidularly suitable for habitat retreatand some of the elevated slopesThe
setbacks would help define thecoastal buffer zone- an area set asideas a safeguard oran
Ansurance policykagainst model underestimation, andfacilitate the inland migration of coastal

4 Mclnnes, K. L., White, C. J., Haigh, I. D., Hemer, M. A., Hoeke, R. K., Holbrook, N. J., & Westra, S. (2016).
Natural hazards in Australia: Sea level and coastal extreme€&limatic Change, 1391), 69r83.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1647-8

46 jbid

47 Kellett, J., Balston, J., & Western, M. (2015).local government framework for coastal risk assessment

in Australia. National Climate Change Adaptation Research Facility (NCCARF). Retrieved from
https://coastadapt.com.au
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ecosystems such as saltmarsh, reed beds, anather fringingvegetation communities, as sea
levels riseand the shoreline rereats further inland.*®

Nature-based approach to hazard mitigation

Static exclusion linesbased onsimplistic modelling assumptions do not offer the flexibility
required to accommodate coastal processes and are an inadequate substitute for adaptive
frameworks that integrate naturebased solutions like foreshore restoration and managed
habitat retreat. These adaptationstrategies are increasingly recognised as lowcost, long-term
methods of hazard mitigation and biodiversity protectiof’. They are also widely recognised
low -regret forms of climate adaptation because they can provide ongoing protection and
ecological services with minimal maintenance or capital renewal costs.

These rature-based adaptation approaches, often referred to a1 U ¢ epaskdtoastal

T 130 1JorE 0 Ri2 RYINILMéetd t bedwidesetbacks to buffer human settlements from
coastal processes while delivering cebenefits such as biodiversity conservation, carbon

sequestration, and recreational amenitywell beyond this century. Unlike engineered hard

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
LAKE KING FORESHORE
PROPOSED ZONING

L e

N Legend
=) Development Plan Overlay
IZ2J Northern Stormwater Basin (Proposed)
W E SLR20CM_2040
I(') T L A T LU | Sl [ sLRe2cM 2100
110 220 330 Meter: 3 SLRS2CM_ST 2100
7\ 2.8m Contour (MGA2020-55)
S | PCRZ wiith 2.8m boundary
Source: DSE, (2012) Victorian Coastal Inundation Dataset - Future Coasts GRZ3

4 Doerr, V. A. J., McGinness, H. M., & Doerr, E. D. (20Managing natural systems for adaptation: A
synoptic overview and recommendations.Climate Risk Management, 19, 118.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crm.2017.12.001

4 Temmerman, S., Meire, P., Bouma, T. J., Herman, P. M. J., Ysebaert, T., & De Vriend, H. J. (2013).
Ecosystem-based coastal defence in the face of global changeNature, 504(7478), 7983.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12859
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structures (e.g. sea walls, levees), naturédbased defences are dynamic systems that evolve
over time, allowing for the natural migration of ecosystems inland in response to selavel rise.

In the context of the Lake King foreshore, the use of natutgased methods offers a particularly

valuable opportunity. The area includes a mosaic of sensitive coastal habitayssuch as

saltmarsh, scattered remnant trees, andfringing reedbeds that can serve as natural buffers

against storm tides and shoreline erosion if allowed to expand landward-he extension and

creation of new wetlands within the Lake King foreshore reserve will be critical, as coastal

wetland habitats are progressively lost to sea levslrise, and the foreshore recedes further

inland. However, to enable these functionsadequate setbacks must be secured now, before

new development is locked in place throughrezoning. Failure to reservesufficient space for
cHRaqcecqWaRNI ¢qRYUWs RGGW Wt edqWRUWAHEYCH q¢ bWt hue 1J1JA
between rising waters and hard development edges, leading to their progressive loss.

Incorporating a naturebased approach into the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plgnand

securing sufficient foreshoresetbacks as part of the rezoning processy is therefore a

bagl cqUNRAcOG! W Ye Ul AWIHYUYOGRHcCOO! WInnRERWUqgAWe 01
long-term coastal hazard exposure. It also aligns with Clause 13.02S (Coastal Inundation and

Erosion)and PPN53 lanaging Coastal Hazards and the Coastal Impacts of Climate Chanyje

which explicitly call for the use of natural defences irpreference to built-structures wherever

possible.

Notably, the early implementation ofmulti-step, hierarchy approachesis mirrored in the
Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of nativeegetation (Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2017an incorporated policy document in the
planning scheme. As noted by DEECA in their referral advitethe amendment:

J8he threestep hierarchy approach set out in the Guidelines for the removal,
destruction or lopping of native vegetation (DELWP 2017) (the Guidelines) of avoid,
minimise and offset should be considered at the strategic planning stage. Areas of high
guality native vegetation and biodiversity values should be identified at the strategi
planning stage, considered for retention and incorporated into the planss

Recommendations for Integrated, Adaptive Coastal Planning

In the absence of detailed high-resolution LIDAR mapping andtochastic scenario analysis to
produce more accurate anddetailed hydrodynamic modelling of coastal inundation risk, large
coastal setbacks are warranted If the detailed investigations indicate smaller setbacks are
sufficient, then its far easier toreduce setbacks than enlarge them oncerezoned and
encumbered by development assets. Wesubmit that given the significant uncertainties around
the adequacy of the 2.8m AHD lineall relatively fat, low-lying land adjacent to Lake King
should be reservedto properly assess itshiodiversity and hazard mitigation valuelmportantly,
this land often extends well beyondthe 2.8m AHD contour. This relatively flat land comprised
of unstable geology on erodible soils, formgart of the low-lying coastal zone

This landis ideally suited for habitat retreat as sea levels rise, providg valuable habitats for
hazard risk reduction, open space for recreation, and enhancing biodiversity valuekcreasing
foreshore setbackspast the 2.8m AHDcontour in placesto include less hazard prone land
presents anumber of strategic opportunities. Firstly, greater setbacks supporia coastal
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landscape with reduced flood risk. Secondly, they facilitatemore resilientand biodiverse

environmental assets along theLake King foreshore Finally, wider foreshore setbacks can

ensure a continuous walking and cycling link fromPaynesville to Eagle Poinbeyond 210Q

Given the Planning Policy Framework directs planners to plan for sustainable coastal

development, taking alonggy 131 G W2 RIJs WY n Wa 6 WWe G JUT fpubltggeh WGY qldU qR
space, landscape values andhe coastal environment, is necessary f we expect coastal

habitats and settlements to continue to existwell beyond 2100.

Clause 13.042ST Erosion and Landslip:

Policy: N6 Rt WH G ¢ 2 {Teptbtett Hréak prométtllerosion, landslip or other land
degradation processesw LWUE a1 ¢ q U NRIJE W W W2¢UqllqYWaoé Rt WHGE 2t 1JWF

Identify areas subject to erosion or instability in planning schemes and when
considering the use and development of land.

Prevent inappropriate development in unstable areas or areas prone &yosion.

Promote vegetation retention, planting and rehabilitation in areas prone to erosion and
land instability.

Analysis: The area in question shows some signs of erosion, particular along the foreshore
zone. According to soil mappingf® there is potential for the areas soil types tde prone toboth
tunnel and wave action erosion that could impact the wetlands, the Gippsland Lakes, future
infrastructure and owners of property along the slopes

Planning Implications ohstable geology and erosive soils

The proposed development area, comprisingdaunted Hills Formation (NIh) overlain byBrown
Sodosols, presents a high erosion susceptibility when assessed against multiple geotechnical
and environmental factors relevant to coastal hazard exposure. Brown Sodosols are well
documented as structurally unstable under conditions of periodic saturation and salie
intrusion. Brown Sodosols possess a dispersive, sodic B horizon that, when wet, is prone to
structural collapse and tunnel erosion® When coupled with thevariably sorted and weakly
consolidated sand, silt, and gravel, with oxidised, patchy ironstone layerghese soils pose
moderate to highgeotechnical and environmental challenges.

Their sodic subsoils are highly dispersive, with low infiltration capacity and poor cohesion,
making them particularly vulnerable to tunnel erosion, gully formation, and slope instability
when exposed to increased runoff or wavénduced saturation (Isbell& National Committee on
Soil and Terrain, 2016; McKenzie et al., 2004)hey compromise stormwater management,
foundation stability, and increase sedimentation risks to receiving waters such as Lake King.
The presence of such sodic profilegypically triggers the need for early land capability
assessmentsy particularly where development may alter surface hydrology, compact soils, or

%0 Robinson, P & Sargent, J (21010) Tunnel erosion in East Gippsland, Report by Department of Primary
Industries
51 Rengasamy, P. (2002). Transient salinity and sodicity effects on soils and planfsgronomy Journal|

94(5), 1040r1047. https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2002.1040
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increase impermeable surfaces®? It is unclear if geotechnical studies have informed the zoning,
which would align more closely withbest practice planning, the objectives of Clause 13.02S
(Erosion and landslip), and the early interventioapproach articulated in the Precinct Structure
Planning Guidelines(VPA, 2021)

Projected climate change impacts/ particularly rising sea levels, intensifying storm surges, and
increasing rainfall intensityy n2 | 6 131 WG K2 ¢ qlWagd JWe!l Bekt WII Y RYUW
and periodic saturation reduce soil cohesion and elevate grauwdwater levels, increasing the
frequency of erosive events and the likelihood of longerm instability (CSIRO & BOM, 2022). In
the absence of engineered stabilisation or robust vegetative buffers, the cumulative effect of
these pressures renders the subjetland geotechnically unsuitable for urban development or
permanent infrastructure. The Planning Policy Framework, particularly Clauses 13.01S
(Natural Hazards and Climate Change) and 13.02S (Erosion and Landslip), clearly requires
decision-makers to avoid development in areas prone to instability and erosion. The evidence
from both soil science and hazard modelling supports a precautionary planning approach in
this location.

Foreshore road at risk of coastal inundation and erosion

PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA
GEOLOGY
&
PROPOSED FORESHORE RD

Qa5

N Legend

Proposed Road Reserve
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The area proposed for a new connector road to the main Foreshore Road is underlain by Qal
alluvial floodplain depositsy geologically recent, unconsolidated sediments comprising clay,

52 McKenzie, N., Jacquier, D., Isbell, R., & Brown, K. (200Australian soils and landscapes: An illustrated
compendium. CSIRO Publishing.
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silt, sand, and gravel® These soils are typically lowlying, poorly drained, and exhibit low
bearing capacity and high compressibility, making them geotechnically unsuitable for
conventional road foundations without costly mitigation> Their susceptibility to seasonal
inundation and longterm instability is compounded under projected climate change scenarios,
which forecast increased rainfall intensity and flood recurrence®® Locating permanent road
infrastructure on such terrain contravenes Clause 13.03LS (Floodplain Management) of the
Planning Policy Framework, which requires planning authorities to avoid development that may
compromise the natural flood mitigation functions of floodplains or increase flood risk to life,
property, and the environment. Further, thePrecinct Structure Planning Guidelinesirge early
identification and resolution of land capability constraintsy such as unstable floodplain soilsy
prior to zoning and infrastructure layout decisions® Proceeding with the road alignment
without adequate geotechnical and hydrological assessment risks embedding patidlependent,
maladaptive infrastructure that will be expensive to maintain and vulnerable to future climate
induced flood hazards”.

Erosion risks not adequately considered prior to zoning

Despite the location, underlying geology and soils, a appropriate survey datathat includes

complete contours and drainage paths, not just in the immediate project disturbance area, but

areas surrounding the proposed development sitehave been included in the amendment

documentation. Similarly, no geotechnical assessment showing soil characteristics and

hydrological calculations information and its interpretation for selection and use of permeant

or temporary erosion control measures appears to have infor JT Waq 6 I We G WUOT G W U0qk + WA Y
particularly in determining the suitability of the 2.8m AHD contour line in response to coastal

inundation and erosionhazards.

It's notable that the Water Technology Coastal Hazard Vulnerability Assessment (2024) did not
make any reference to the underlying geology or soils in its assessmeit. summary, the
presence ofHaunted Hills (Nlh)and Quaternary Alluvium (Qaldleposits, compounded by sodic
subsaoils, further amplifies the need for a moreprecautionary planning approach that
incorporates updated science, adaptive buffers, and land capability assessments at the
rezoning stage. The current amendment does not adequately meet thse requirements and
therefore risks contravening key PPF clauses including 13.€2S, 12.021S, and 13.042S.

53 Geological Survey of Victoria. (2016)1:250,000 Map SeriesiLakes Entrance (SJ584). Department of
Jobs, Precincts and Regions, Victorian Government.

54 Chittoori, B. C. S., & Puppala, A. J. (2011). Engineering behavior of soils contaminated with water
treatment residuals. Journal of Geotechnical and Geoenvironmental Engineerind37(6), 573582.

% CSIRO. (2022)State of the Climate 2022 Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation andBureau of Meteorology.

%6 Victorian Planning Authority (VPA). (2021recinct Structure Planning Guidelines 2.0Victorian State
Government.

5 Bates, B. C., Kundzewicz, Z. W., Wu, S., & Palutikof, J. P. (Eds.). (200&nate Change and Water
(Technical Paper of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). IPCC Secretariat.

82



Clausel9.026s Open Space

Clause 19.02-6s1 R I H qt WG teveldpbiden spHog t6 Haisitain wildlife corridors and

greenhouse sinkss LW ¢ U T ndlaethatbwidan open space provides opportunities for nature

conservation, to connect with nature and peace and solitud&Ow LUIN 6 D WHG ¢ 2+ DWe Gt YW RI
gct Il HilguynagdI U Wt Ge HIJWE I Wet WnYIl WiedqRGOGWWeat It AWt 2
wildlife corridorstOws LU

The proposed amendment is inconsistent with these policy objectives and strategiea the
manner outlined below.

Movement Wildlife Corridors

Wider wildlife and movement corridors in urban areas are crucial for supporting biodiversity,
particularly for bird species. Research indicates that wider corridors tend to support a greater
number of bird species, especially forest specialists that are lss common in suburban
gardens.®® These specialists are more likely to move through and inhabit broader corridors (due
to less edge effects), highlighting the importance of corridor width in urban planning

Linear Reserve Corridors - Paynesville Rd

* —— Growth Area Boundary A
3 PLANNING OVERLAYS
Vegetation Protection Overlay - VPO1
%) PAYNESVILLLE MAP LAYERS

[Z] Public Parks & Recreation Zone - Proposed
 General Residential Zone-GRZ3

NearMap Basemap - VicGrid2020 - Feb2024

0 25 50m

Narrow movement corridors are problematic for the following reasons:

1 Theproposed minimum 15m wide movement corridors(walking and cycling trailg
located next to busy roads ardar too narrow to create a sense of peace and solitude in
nature

9 The trail network lacks high amenity

%8 https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/nature/landholdernotes15wildlifecorridors.pdf
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1 The 15mlinear reserves are too narrow to function effectively as wildlife corridors or
green house sinks

1 A far wider corridor would be more beneficial for both walkers/cyclists and wildlife

Aflora and fauna assessmentcould support the design ofan appropriate minimum corridor
width and/or determining the optimal dimensions of a natural features reserve. These
assessments would identifytarget faunaand flora species and aide planners in designing
vegetated corridors / natural features reserves that help protect identified values.

The siting and design of largest public open space recreation reserve is not responsive to
coastal hazard risks. Sea Level Rise and coastal inundation and erosion will make it difficult to
achieve the open space objectives and strategies of clause 19.68Sin the long term. The
HGcet UWI RI 1JH dan tbiGdgional Gnd llotallbmer Hpao€ networks for both recreation
and conservation of natural and cultural environment$Or

The proposed regional conservation reserve is located on loying land along the foreshore to
Lake King abutting the Point Fullarton Ramsar wetlands. The foreshore is projected to be
significantly impacted by sea level rise and coastal erosion, forcing thghoreline to recede
further inland. By 2100,over 17ha or 74.76% of the PCRZ could be permanently inundated by a
projected 82cm sea level rise if no protective measures are taken to hold back the lake waters.
Around 22ha or 9% of the conservation resere will be impacted by the projected 82cm sea
level rise and increasingly frequent storm and tide surgelsy the turn of this century.The
provision of public open space along the foreshore is theffere only temporary, unless far larger
reserves are created to account for projected foreshore erosion and inundation.

Furthermore:

1 The 1lhatree reserve excludes remnant, large East Gippsland Redgums (Eucalyptus
tereticornis subsp. mediana), an endangered tree species important to the coastal /
rural character of the town as well as native wildliférefer to Clause 12.911Sfor more
detall).

9 The foreshore is projected to be significantly impacted by sea level rise and coastal
erosion, forcing the shoreline to recede towards the recreational reserve and road.

1 The distribution of local parks does not ensure accessibility within 400m of at least 95
percent of all dwellings, which is contrary to Standard C13 of clause C56.83. This is
evident in the mapshown below, which applies a 400m buffer from all proposed local
park reserves
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Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan
Public Open Space- Local Parks provision

oo

- 400m buffer from Local Parks
% [ ] Public Parks & Recreation Zone - Proposed

I Public Conservation & Resource Zone - Proposed
7 [ 1 General Residential Zone-GRZ3

0 250 500 m

1 Vicmap Basemap - VicGrid2020 - Aerial

Are there any competing PPF objectives and how are they
balanced?

Bushfire Protection vs. Wildlife Corridarsd Public Open Space
(Clausel3 vs Clausd2and 19

Planning policy in Victoria strongly prioritizes human life in bushfirprone areas, even over

environmental objectives. Clausel3.02-1Srequires new developments to mitigate bushfire risk

by providing adequate defendable space. In theontext of Amendment C172, this has meant

planning forre¢ GGl YGI Re qlJWt WaqHACHE + WG RG¢l RO! WEAHERII2 1T WH
along Grandview Road, setback of development from the grassland edge and responsive

GcUTt #HEGRUNDWY N WY GUU W G mébubshfltel hdlzbrdassBstnteit bftthe 1+ 131 2 13+ K
Structure Plan did not specify whatr ¢ T IJhue ¢ qIJLWI Y ¢ T t iRvbN@slhproviat vkl @n1d U q) k

BE GGl YGI ReqlWt DgHE HE Wl Rt qe¢ URIJIOWWNG JWH24t 6 nRI 1JWe t
can be collocated with these corridors to decrease the vegetation hazard to the interface, thus

2qRORt RUNWq6 JWh t 1J q Bacdd pathdinadd atbifrori setbddks bl Bl ukbahU Lt

Gel taeUT W 13aqaqRUDN Owslidédadakt cortidgriBne prpiklandldprYidordl asedn 1J 1J

appropriate means of enhancing the amenity of the growth area without increasirtge risk of

bushfire.sMlB Rt W 2 DNIJt gt WU¢e qR2 JWal I+ We 0T W21INUqeqldl WGe

setbacks from future development are put in place

%9 Bushfire Planning Considerations Report (2024).22
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At the same time, Clausel2.01-1S (Protection of Biodiversity) emphasizes conserving
biodiversity and establishing wildlife movement corridors.To be effective asorridors for

wildlife, they need to beas wideas possible. Along the western growth area boundary and Lake
King foreshore, theStructure Plan and local policies seek to maintain and enhance habitat
connectivity. For example, the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan proposes widening the
Lake King foreshore reserve and creating vegetated corridors for fauna movement. To reconcile
this with bushfire needs, local planning controlswill require design responsesto reduce fire

risk. Possible design responses could include:

T Siting new lots behind a perimeter road or firebreak that borders thaildlife corridor.

1 Using lowfuel landscaping and fireresistant indigenous plant speciesalongthe edge of
the corridor near development. This creates a gradationlower vegetation or grass
closest to houses (maintaining defendable space), transitioning to thicker native
vegetation further away.

To effectively balance these conflicting policy goals, a far wider buffer than the 15 m proposed
for Grandview Rd will be required to ensure@dequate fire buffer distances do not compromise
the ecological requirementfor a wide,vegetatedcorridor with trees and understory vegetation
to suite a variety of birds ad other native fauna species.

Stormwaternfrastructurevs. Open SpacesBiodiversityProtection
As noted in Clause 12.011S

(Protection of Biodiwrsity) the PAYNESVILLE GROWTH AREA - T

amendment proposed locations for HETE
the northern and western
stormwater treatment assets
conflicts with the high conservation
values of the bothreserves. The
northern assets impact
endangeredEMCs and EPBG@listed
migratory bird species habitd _
(Lathamk 1 WE U RVGEEI&MON 6 I Vot rae ¢ 8
stormwater basin also impacts '
endangered FFGisted Plains
Grassy Woodlard andidentified
Lathamk Bnipe habitat. In the
context of the western sormwater
dam (reproduced again below), almost theentire PPRZ issncumbered by the drainage
infrastructure, reducing the reservek t LWH Y U q | pRdicogeR $pabéllq Y L

Proposed Reserves

Does the amendment use the most appropriate VPP tool to achieve

the strategic objective of the planning scheme?

The amendment applies the General Residential ZorreSchedule 3 uniformly across the entire

NI Ysqd6We!l e AWIFHUIGqWn Yl WagdsJWUVY!l q6 Ws 3t qJl UWEYcet q¢
13t 1 2107 Wn Y Wismaking this)Zzehiihy eedoRrheddatian, the purpose and

objectives of the Structure Plan for urban land use and town character and identity must be

considered.
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The purpose and objectives of the Structure Plaaim to:

9 Plan the structure of the growth area previously established in the Urban Design
Framework for Paynesville which identified land for the foreseeable lontgrm urban
growth of Paynesville (up to 3510 years)

1 Establish a pattern of residential development across the growth area that supports
good access, neighbourhood cohesion and reinforces local identity.

1 To accommodate medium density residential development, aged care and retirement
accommodation and a Local Activity Centre in locations consistent with the Preferred
Urban Structure.

1 SeGGY!l qWewt gl YOnWwt DUY DWYNnWGGceHDWe UT WaYHETWHG ¢
character and sense of place

9 Ensure the scale and location ofand uses and activities support the preferred future
character of Paynesville

91 Provide for a spacious residential character with a variety of lot sizes and housing types
to meet community needs

1 Provide for different types of housing and a range of lot sizes and densities that will
provide for diversity and greater choice in the future community.

There are clearly competing directions and objectives here, which seek to both accommodate
growth and medium density residential development, whi¢ also protecting environmental and
landscape values and existing town character.

N6 WG YGYt T WEHGWT ed WWOWqYWHGCc2t DWOZIOMY WAh] WO ¢ 0
neighbourhood character objectives:

1 To establish a pattern of residential development across the growth area that supports
good access, neighbourhood cohesion and reinforces the local character of a small
lakeside town.

1 To provide for diverse types of housing and a range of lot sizes and densities including
medium density housing, aged care and retirement accommodation.

1 To ensure a high standard of design for housing development that reinforces
Ac!t Ot 2RO0GUBY IOHGC ! ¢ AqUI tOoc UT IOWU2R1I YUGWUqe Gto2 ¢
for efficiency and sustainability.

9 To establish native planted corridors in key locations and create distinctive trekned
street environments that frame road corridors and major entry points, provide open
space connections for cyclists and pedestrians and enhance the visual appearance of
the built environment.

1  To ensure the provision of suitable infrastructure and utilities to efficiently service
development and that are designed to enhance local character

We note that none of these objectives clearly define local character; nor aligwith or expand on
the previously delineated local character zones of Paynesvill® This may reflect the lack of
detailed neighbourhood character assessments, which could have more clearly guided the
development of the Structure Plan and its accompanying planning controls.

8 paynesville Urban Design Framework (2007), Appendix Paynesville Design Guidelines, p.105
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WwerYUt RT W1 RUNDWa6 WWE GGl YGI ReqUIIt + WyYnWwe wt RUNGIILWI |
area, we have had regard tdPlanning Practice Note No. 91: Using the Residential Zones

Planning Practice Note No. 9Hescribes the following role and application for the General

Residential Zone:

Applied to areas where housing development of three storeys exists or is planned for in
locations offering good access to services and transport\

We note that Schedule 3 of the GRZ does not provide any ResCode variations or alter maximum

building height. While a mandatory 3 storey, 11 metre height limit is set out within the zone, the

eastern section of the growth area previously rezoned General Residential Zon8chedule 1,

is also affected by a Design and Development Overlayschedule 14; where a mandtory

Hza RGT RUNDWGEWRNG qUG RE RqLWY™nLWTOP WG Jql MVooverGhe R1IJt LWq Y Wa

[1 ¢GWs Yl t WAGecUWeat YWRUAG2T It WeWh [ YI 3t 6Y1 W3we UT Ws
212100 YGaWNUqIotet qOHIONIIUNI ¢ad! toRYUL Rt qUqltos Ra

20200 YGGUUqHO8 2 1Judilgh RAEIFE dIR e Wi HI2QT 1801 Y GG 13U q FOR U 09 ¥
Ac! Ut 2RO01A 1O

ERNDUR3AcUqd! AWOYOUWYnWaqéWe dRUT al0qkt WAYORUDWY I U
I Whe R 130 12U aolldbid YieVO JA W6 IW? 2 § NMNWRY WOYqWe GGORWT WRU
Rt W6l InY!l WWe URGUE! WRNWq6 IWTOPG WG e UT ¢qYl ! WEWRNG
qYlWe Ut GUARRI T Wel Uet WHGYH DWa Y Waé IWn YIUDe RI Wk 0 s

51 planning Practice Note No. 91, p. 2.
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