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Executive Summary: Coastal Hazard Risk & Environmental 
Issues in Amendment C172egip 
Introduction  

Amendment C172egip proposes to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan 
(2016, updated 2023) into the East Gippsland Planning Scheme. This involves rezoning land 
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 issues. Key concerns include: 

¶ Coastal Hazard Risk & Sea Level Rise: Reliance on a static 2.8 m AHD contour as the 
development exclusion line, is based on outdated modelling, which may inadequately 
protect against long-term inundation and erosion risks. 

¶ 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. 
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¶ Legal and Policy Compliance : Questions about alignment with the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987 (e.g. orderly planning, addressing environmental effects and 
risk), Ministerial Direction No.13 (coastal hazards), the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020, 
and biodiversity protection requirements. 

¶ 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including outdated or missing studies, lack of probabilistic and compound hazard 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 post-rezoning stages, absence of 
adaptive planning measures, and long-term risks of privatising low-lying 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 the 2.8m AHD Benchmark 
ÑőĲШ ůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƓƖŔůċƖǃШcoastal hazard mitigation is to prohibit development below 2.8 m 
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 (~2.0m) 
from earlier studies. However, the data underpinning this approach т notably the Gippsland 
Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment 2014 (LCHA) т is outdated and was never intended for 
fine-grained land use planning. Critically, the LCHA 2014 only modelled Sea Level Rise 
scenarios to 2040 and did not extend to the 2100 horizon required by policy, forcing reliance on 
ƕƨċũŔƣċƣŔƻĲШċƚƚƨůƓƣŔŸŰƚЮШÑőĲШx9c ќƚШċƨƣőŸƖƚШĦċƨƣŔŸŰĲĬШƣőċƣШŉƨƖƣőĲƖШƽŸƖťШƽŸƨũĬШĤĲШŰĲĲĬĲĬШ
before applying its outputs to planning. In short, basing long-term development limits on limited 
modelling and simplified mapping of dynamic coastal processes т provides a poor foundation 
for risk management. 

Advances in Hazard Projections 
Since 2014, climate science and coastal modelling have advanced considerably. Recent 
studies by CSIRO in 2022 and McInnes (2024) indicate the likelihood of more frequent extreme 
inundation events and faster-than-anticipated sea level rise for the Gippsland coast. Best-
practice hazard assessments, such as the Port Phillip Bay Coastal Hazard Assessment 
(PPBCHA 2022), employ probabilistic models and high-resolution hydrodynamic simulations to 
capture a range of scenarios and uncertainties. Updated Victorian guidelines (e.g. éŔĦƣŸƖŔċѢƚЮ
Resilient Coast 2022) now recommend risk-based approaches that consider probabilistic 
outcomes and higher-end sea-level rise scenarios beyond the minimum 0.8m by 2100. The 
CSIROќs 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 Amendmentќs 2.8m AHD benchmark is a deterministic, single-scenario 
approach. It assumes a uniform rise in still water level and fails to account for compound 
events (simultaneous high riverine flows and storm surge), storm-tide dynamics, wave run-up, 
and coastal erosion feedbacks. No safety margin (freeboard) was added to the 0.8m sea level 
rise, and no probability analysis was applied, meaning the 2.8m line effectively represents only 
a mid-range scenario and could be overtopped under more extreme but plausible events. 

Policy Requirements 
Relying on a simplistic contour fails to satisfy Victorian coastal planning policy. Clause 13.01-
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1S (Climate Change Impacts) and Ministerial Direction 13 mandate planning for sea 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 the best available science and 
data for long-ƣĲƖůШƖŔƚťШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣƚЮШÑőĲШÉƣċƣĲќƚШÂũċŰŰŔŰŊШÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲШ ŸƣĲШΡΟШƖĲŔŰŉŸƖĦĲƚШƣőŔƚЯШ
directing that planning decisions avoid or minimize future hazard exposure by using up-to-date 
benchmarks and not just historical data. Notably, since 2021, Victorian policy has removed the 
earlier 2040 horizon; planning now focuses on the 2100 timeframe for greenfield and growth 
ċƖĲċШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШĬƨĲШƣŸШƣőĲШũŸŰŊШũŔŉĲШŸŉШċƚƚĲƣƚЮШÑőĲШ ůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƨƚĲШŸŉШċШƓƖĲ-2100 model 
(ending 2040) as the basis for zoning decisions falls short of this obligation. It conflicts with the 
precautionary approach embedded in the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020, which stipulates 
that coastal hazard risk must be assessed using current data and in an integrated manner (e.g. 
considering erosion and inundation together). 

Lack of Adaptive Planning 
Beyond the numeric benchmark, a fundamental concern is the lack of an adaptive 
management strategy. The Amendment fixes the urban boundary at ~2.8m AHD without 
proposing any future adjustment mechanism or monitoring in light of evolving climate data. 
There is no staged adaptation 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, promote dynamic planning that can respond to 
new information and avoid ƓċƣőШĬĲƓĲŰĬĲŰĦǃШƣőċƣШũĲċĬƚШƣŸШљůċũċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰЮњШcĲƖĲЯШũŸĦťŔŰŊШŔŰШ
development to a static line may preclude later adaptation options and nature-based solutions. 
For example, if the hazard line is underestimated, future coastal defences or retreat options 
could be severely constrained by private development or road infrastructure 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 foreshore roads, 
walking trails and parks near Lake King could face unmitigated inundation or erosion damage 
under higher sea-level futures. The 2.8m AHD line runs very close to the projected 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 be frequently and 
eventually permanently inundated, essentially meaning the public foreshore will be submerged 
or erode away. This phenomenon, known as coastal squeeze, could result in the loss of public 
foreshore access and recreation space as the coast recedes into what will by then will likely be 
approaching private property. No allowance for inland migration of the shoreline or wetlands 
has been made beyond the fixed line. Thus, over time, the community could lose both valuable 
ecosystem buffers and foreshore amenity. The public safety aspect is also noteworthy т future 
residents in areas just above 2.8m 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, the deterministic 2.8 m 
AHD benchmark is an inadequate and risky basis for 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 scenarios. Itќs also worth noting that the evidence did 
not include any hazard mapping whatsoever, which is unusual omission for a hydrology and 
flooding report.  
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Biodiversity and Coastal Ecosystems Protection 
The subject land and its surrounds possess high environmental values linked to the Gippsland 
Lakes, a Ramsar-listed wetland system of international significance. The coastal fringe includes 
habitats such as Estuarine Swamp Scrub and Coastal Saltmarsh (Ecological Vegetation 
Classes) that are classified as Endangered in Victoria. Field surveys by Bird Life East Gippsland 
(albeit limited) have recorded at least eight migratory bird species protected under the EPBC 
Act ƨƚŔŰŊШƣőĲШƚŔƣĲќƚШƽĲƣũċŰĬƚШċŰĬШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲЯШŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊШƣőĲШÅĲĬ-necked Stint, Sharp-tailed 
ÉċŰĬƓŔƓĲƖЯШċŰĬШxċƣőċůќƚШÉŰŔƓĲЮШ ŸƣċĤũǃЯШxċƣőċůќƚШÉŰŔƓĲ т which is listed as Vulnerable 
federally т has a nationally significant population in the immediate vicinity, with the adjacent 
subdivision declared a controlled action by the Commonwealth and currently awaiting review 
at VCAT. To the east the land directly adjoins the Ramsar wetlands at Point Fullarton and 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 inland as sea levels rise. 

Inadequate Environmental Assessment: 
Despite these known values, the structure planning process did not include a comprehensive 
flora and fauna assessment upfront. A detailed ecological study was only completed in 2024 т 
ċŉƣĲƖШƣőĲШƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШƓũċŰШљƖĲŉƖĲƚőњШŔŰШΞΜΞΟШт meaning the plan was formulated with limited 
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 the avoidance principle in both state and Commonwealth 
environmental policy. Clause 12.01-1S (Protection of Biodiversity) in the Planning Scheme 
urges that planning avoid habitat removal, especially of rare or threatened species, and 
strategically plan for biodiversity retention. Similarly, the Guidelines for Removal of Native 
Vegetation (under Clause 12.01-2S) require planners to avoid, 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 done т for example, a 0.8 
ha patch of endangered Swamp Scrub vegetation were destroyed potentially without a permit, 
and endangered Plains Grassy Woodland with recorded sitings of Lathamќs snipe is slated for 
drainage infrastructure without an 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 habitat in thĲШũċťĲќƚШůċƖŊŔŰƚШŔŉШ
ŰŸƣШĦċƖĲŉƨũũǃШůċŰċŊĲĬЮШÑőĲШƓƖŸƓŸƚċũќƚШƚƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖШƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃШŔƚШŰŸƣШĦũĲċƖũǃШŔŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬШƽŔƣőШ
protecting downstream ecological values. Moreover, by drawing the urban growth boundary at 
the 2.8m contour with minimal additional setback, the Amendment leaves little room for 
wetlands to retreat inland, virtually guaranteeing a net loss of wetland area and biodiversity as 
inundation progresses. This is contrary to Clause 12.02-1S (Marine and Coastal Environment), 
which calls for enhancing coastal ecosystems and allowing natural coastal processes to 
continue. Good practice would provide a generous buffer zone above the current high-water 
ůċƖťШƣŸШŉċĦŔũŔƣċƣĲШљmigrationњШŸŉШőċĤŔƣċƣƚШт ĤƨƣШƣőĲШĦƨƖƖĲŰƣШƓũċŰќƚШĦŸċƚƣċũШƖĲƚĲƖƻĲШŔƚШbarely wider 
than the hazard extent itself. The failure to plan for coastal habitat migration could put Council 
at odds with its obligations under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
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(EPBC) Act 1999, which protects listed migratory species and Ramsar sites. Before rezoning, a 
referral under the EPBC Act would 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 non-compliance with federal law, but also creates uncertainty for 
developers and the community. 

Biodiversity Planning and Compliance:  
ÑőĲШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШċƨƣőŸƖŔƣǃШůƨƚƣШċũƚŸШĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċќƚШŰċƣŔƻĲШƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰШĦũĲċƖŔŰŊШƖĲŊƨũċƣŔŸŰƚЮШfŉШ
development of the Paynesville growth area will remove native vegetation (as it likely will, given 
the presence of wetlands, remnant scrub and trees), the љƣőƖĲĲ-ƚƣĲƓњШċƓƓƖŸċĦőШыċƻŸŔĬЯШ
minimize, offset) should guide the structure plan. It appears the Amendment has not 
demonstrated how avoidance was maximized т key vegetation stands were not earmarked for 
protection, nor were alternative design solutions (like realigning drainage or roads) explored to 
save high-value habitat. Under Clause 12.01-2S, if clearing is unavoidable, any permitted 
clearing would require an approved Habitat hectare assessment and offset strategy before 
rezoning or permits. Offsets must be secured to achieve no net loss, usually of the same 
vegetation type, potentially at significant cost and often off-site. The Native Vegetation 
Guidelines (Department of Environment, 2017) explicitly state that strategic planning should 
identify areas for retention and ensure offsets can be arranged ahead of time. By not doing this, 
the Amendmentќs approach of џƖĲǍŸŰŔŰŊЮŰŸƽеЮċƚƚĲƚƚŔŰŊЮũċƣĲƖѠ risks cumulative impacts not 
being fully considered at the strategic stage, contrary to policy and runs the risk of planning 
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 rezoning and 
secures adequate protective measures (like expanded reserves or stronger overlays) in the 
planning scheme now, rather than hoping to retroactively fix environmental conflicts at permit 
stage. 

Legal and Policy Compliance 
Planning and Environment Act 1987: Under Section 12(2)(b) of the Act, a planning authority 
must consider environmental effects of a scheme amendment, and under 12(2)(c) the social 
and economic effects. The issues outlined т from increased flood risk to loss of public open 
space and environmental degradation т 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 amenity (social effects). The 
ĦƣќƚШŸĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚШŸŉШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШŔŰШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċ (Section 4) include љƚĲĦƨƖŔŰŊШċШƓũĲċƚċŰƣЯШĲŉŉŔĦŔĲŰƣШċŰĬШ

ƚċŉĲШƽŸƖťŔŰŊЯШũŔƻŔŰŊШċŰĬШƖĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣњ and љĦŸŰƚĲƖƻŔŰŊШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦŔŰŊШƣőŸƚĲШ
ĤƨŔũĬŔŰŊƚЯШċƖĲċƚШŸƖШŸƣőĲƖШƓũċĦĲƚШƽőŔĦőШċƖĲШŸŉвШƚĦŔĲŰƣŔŉŔĦШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣЯШŸƖШŸŉШŰċƣƨƖċũШĤĲċƨƣǃШŸƖШ
ŔůƓŸƖƣċŰĦĲШƣŸШƣőĲШĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃњ. By potentially exposing future residents to known climate risks 
and by not safeguarding the natural coastal assets, the Amendment may be inconsistent with 
these objectives. The Panel will need to examine whether the strategic justification is sufficient 
and whether a Net Community Benefit is achieved, given the trade-offs involved. 

Ministerial Direction No. 13 т Managing Coastal Hazards and Climate 
Change: This Direction is directly relevant to Amendment C172egip, as it applies to planning 
scheme amendments in coastal areas. MD13 compels planning authorities to consider and 
apply the policies of Clause 13.01-2S (discussed above) and ensure that planning for coastal 
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development includes sea level rise of 0.8m by 2100 and 100-year flood events, 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 Panel will examine whether the 
justification for the chosen 2.8m AHD line meets MD13ќs test of using best available science 
and planning for worst-case scenarios. Given that the Amendment relies on a 2014 hazard 
assessment that only modelled sea level rise to 2040ЯШƣőĲƖĲШŔƚШċШĦƖĲĬŔĤũĲШċƖŊƨůĲŰƣШƣőċƣШ~?ΝΟќƚШ
requirements have not been fully met. Furthermore, MD13 expects a strategic approach to 
coastal adaptation т 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 2020: While not a statutory planning 
document in the same way, the Marine and Coastal Act and its Policy provide important context 
and guiding principles that planning authorities are expected to heed (and indeed Clause 12.02-
1S embeds many of these principles). Relevant principles include: Integrated Management 
(coordinate land and marine planning т in this case, ensure the structure plan meshes with 
foreshore management plans), Ecosystem-Based Management (protect natural coastal 
systems and their ability to adapt), 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). The Marine & Coastal Policy 2020, Policy 6.11 specifically states that 
planning and managing coastal hazard risk must use the best available information and adopt a 
risk-based approach. Implementing C172egip as currently drafted т with known data 
limitations and no probabilistic risk evaluation т appears inconsistent with this directive. 
Additionally, the Marine & Coastal Strategy 2022 (a non-statutory but relevant policy document) 
calls for early identification of coastal vulnerabilities in planning processes. By deferring 
detailed coastal hazard mapping and ecological assessment to the development plan stage 
(post-rezoning), the Amendment reverses the preferred sequence. This љƓũċŰШũċƣĲƖњШċƓƓƖŸċĦő 
undermines the intent of having strategic planning be proactive and evidence-driven. It also 
raises procedural fairness issues т the community and agencies have not had opportunity 
during the amendment exhibition to scrutinize crucial studies (since some were not done yet or 
shared - even with Council planners), which is contrary to the transparent, informed decision-
making principles in the Act. 

Structure Planning and Adaptive Management Issues 
Deferred Studies and Uncertainty: A well-prepared 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 were incomplete or outdated at the time of plan formulation. For instance, 
the drainage/flood modeling used was based on the 2016 structure plan layout, which was 
again used in the 2023 model. The coastal hazard analysis was rudimentary and did not meet 
best practice. The draft Coastal Hazard Vulnerability Assessment was not exhibited and is of 
questionable value, given data anomalies 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 a piecemeal evidence base, increasing 
the risk of surprises later (e.g. discovering a threatened species or unstable soil and 
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unanticipated erosion risk that 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 practice can be described 
as љrezone now, gather the detailed evidence laterњ, potentially leading to ad-hoc 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 the PCRZ boundary with the 2.8m contour was made late in 
the process, reportedly in response to submissions. While setting a development setback is 
prudent, doing so solely by elevation, without integrating ecological or geomorphological data, 
is problematic. The new urban boundary disregards natural features т for example, it cuts 
through what was once contiguous habitat, without consideration for creating a logical 
ecological reserve boundary. A truly integrated coastal plan would consider coastal 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 any Foreshore Management Plan or Coastal and Marine Management Plan for 
the adjacent public land. Ideally, the structure plan and foreshore management would be 
coordinated to ensure, say, that future residents have continued foreshore track access, that 
coastal protective vegetation is maintained, and that any necessary adaptation infrastructure 
(like boardwalks) can be accommodated. The lack of a coordinated approach raises 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 arise т a 
hallmark of poor coastal planning. 

Public Foreshore and Amenity: As mentioned, the narrow buffer provided by the 
2.8 m AHD line could eventually result in the effective privatisation of the foreshore. Once the 
public land seaward of that line succumbs to the lake (by around 2100 or earlier under high-end 
ƚĦĲŰċƖŔŸƚьЯШƣőĲШŰĲƽШљĦŸċƚƣũŔŰĲњШƽŔũũ potentially abut private lots. Public access along the shore 
could be lost or require expensive interventions to maintain. This outcome contravenes 
longstanding coastal policy in Victoria which holds that development should be set back 
sufficiently to retain public access and protect coastal Crown land. It may also conflict with 
Clause 12.02-2S (Coastal Crown Land) which generally discourages alienation of coastal 
Crown land and seeks to maintain public coastal corridors. The Panel should consider whether 
a wider coastal reserve or different zoning (e.g. enlarged Public Conservation and Resource 
Zone) would be more appropriate to ensure a resilient, publicly accessible foreshore in 
perpetuity. Furthermore, the visual impact on the coastal landscape is a concern т the site is 
subject to a Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO2 for Gippsland Lakes) recognizing the scenic 
quality of the ridgelines and lakeshore. 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 of incomplete integration of landscape planning. 

Infrastructure Resilience and Costs: The 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 low-lying 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. The Amendment 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 economic viability of the growth area 
could be undermined by unaccounted-for adaptation costs т for instance, the need for 
pumping stations, levees, or road retrofitting that were not considered in the initial cost-benefit 
analysis. A more conservative planning approach (e.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 Act and general principles of intergenerational equity (not leaving future 
geneƖċƣŔŸŰƚШƽŔƣőШċƻŸŔĬċĤũĲШƓƖŸĤũĲůƚьЮШ ƣШƓƖĲƚĲŰƣЯШƣőĲШ ůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШĬŸĦƨůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰШƚƨŊŊĲƚƣƚШċШ
relatively superficial analysis of costs and benefits, with potential long-term costs of climate 
ŔůƓċĦƣƚШŰŸƣШŉƨũũǃШƕƨċŰƣŔŉŔĲĬЮШÂũċŰŰŔŰŊШÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲШ ŸƣĲШΡΟШƚƣċƣĲƚШƣőċƣШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШљůƨƚƣШĤĲШůċĬĲШ
ƨƚŔŰŊШƣőĲШĤĲƚƣШċƻċŔũċĤũĲШťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲШċŰĬШŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШċƣШƣőĲШƣŔůĲњШт waiting until after rezoning to 
examine critical issues like flood mitigation or ecological impacts is at odds with this guidance. 

Need for Precaution and Adaptation: In summary, the structure planning and 
amendment process for C172egip show a pattern of addressing key issues too late and 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). A precautionary approach would entail 
resolving most of these uncertainties before 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 approach, however, edges toward a љũŸĦť-ŔŰњШŸŉШċШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШ
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 development ŔŰШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќƚШĦŸċƚƣċũШƚĲƣƣŔŰŊЮ 

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 a static 2.8 m AHD 
benchmark т drawn from early 2000s/2014 studies (e.g. Grayson et al. 2004; LCHA 2014) т in 
lieu of current probabilistic hazard data contravenes the spirit of present-day coastal planning 
practice and could expose the community to greater risk. The insufficiency of buffers and 
adaptive strategies not only threatens future residents and assets, but also the ecological 
ŔŰƣĲŊƖŔƣǃШŸŉШƣőĲШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬШxċťĲƚШƚǃƚƣĲůШċŰĬШƣőĲШƓƨĤũŔĦќƚШĲŰŢŸǃůĲŰƣШŸŉШƣőĲШĦŸċƚƣЮШxĲŊċũũǃЯШƣőĲШ
ůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШċƓƓƖŸċĦőШůċǃШĤĲШƚĲĲŰШċƚШŉċũũŔŰg short of requirements under Ministerial 

Direction 13, the Planning Policy Framework, and environmental laws, which collectively 
demand a cautious, well-informed planning approach in coastal areas. 

To address these issues, the following Top 10 Planning and Policy Recommendations are 
ŸŉŉĲƖĲĬШŉŸƖШƣőĲШÂċŰĲũќƚШĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖċƣŔŸŰа 
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1. Update Hazard Modelling: Before approval, require an updated coastal hazard 
assessment using 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. 

2. Extend Coastal Buffers: Designate a wider foreshore reserve above 2.8m AHD to 
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. 

3. Staged & Adaptive Planning: Implement an adaptive planning framework with 
triggers (e.g. if sea level or flood frequency exceeds certain thresholds) and periodic 
review of the coastal risk line. Incorporate adaptive pathways in the Development Plan 
Overlay requiring development to respond to evolving hazard information. 

4. Comprehensive Biodiversity Assessment: Complete and integrate  a full flora 
and fauna survey (including wetland ecology) prior to rezoning finalization. Use this to 
identify no-go areas or require offsets upfront for any native vegetation removal, in line 
with the avoidтminimizeтoffset hierarchy. 

5. Strengthen Policy Compliance: Amend the proposal to explicitly comply with 
Ministerial Direction 13 and PPN53 т e.g. by planning to the 2100+ horizon, using 0.8-1.1 
SLR plus 1.4 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. 

6. Incorporate Marine & Coastal Policy Principles: Ensure the amendment 
upholds the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020 principles by adopting a precautionary, 
ecosystem-based approach. For instance, prioritize nature-based solutions (like 
conserving saltmarsh as a coastal buffer) over future seawalls, and coordinate with 
coastal managers for integrated foreshore planning. 

7. Retain Public Access and Foreshore Management: Include provisions (e.g. in 
the Schedule to the DPO or local policy) that guarantee public access along the 
foreshore is maintained or enhanced. Any development must be set back sufficiently 
and possibly conditioned to finance coastal trails to offset its impact on public land. 

8. Infrastructure Resilience Requirements: Mandate that the Development Plan 
and future permits demonstrate infrastructure resilience to coastal hazards т e.g. EPA 
Priority Stormwater standards for high value sites, water-sensitive urban design to 
protect wetlands, and road designs that ensure evacuation routes remain serviceable 
during extreme events. 

9. Legal Compliance Checks: Before gazettal, undertake a compliance audit of the 
Amendment against the Planning and Environment Act, particularly 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 arrangements are secured. 
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10. Conservative Zoning Approach: Adopt a more conservative zoning strategy in light 
of the uncertainties т for example, use a lower-density NRZ for the most sensitive parts 
of the site, rather than GRZ, apply wider buffers to allow flexibility for future adaptation 
(such as relocatable structures or open space uses). This aligned with a љƖŔƚť-averse, 
no-ƖĲŊƖĲƣƚњ planning approach recommended by climate adaptation experts. 

By implementing these recommendations, the Panel and Council can better align Amendment 
C172egip with best practices and statutory duties т ĲŰƚƨƖŔŰŊШƣőċƣШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќƚШŊƖŸƽƣőШŔƚШ
sustainable, resilient, and respectful of the precious coastal environment it borders. The goal is 
to achieve an outcome where development is safely situated and environmentally responsible, 
ƚċŉĲŊƨċƖĬŔŰŊШĤŸƣőШƣőĲШĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃќƚШũŸŰŊ-ƣĲƖůШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚШċŰĬШƣőĲШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬШxċťĲƚќШŸƨƣƚƣċŰĬŔŰŊШ
natural heritage. 

Introduction 
Amendment C172egip seeks to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (2016) 
ыċƚШůŸĬŔŉŔĲĬШ?ĲĦĲůĤĲƖШΞΜΞΟьШыћƣőĲШÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШÂũċŰќьШŔŰƣŸШƣőĲШEċƚƣШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬШÂũċŰŰŔŰŊШÉĦőĲůĲЮШ
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: 

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

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

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

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

¶ 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 Amendments requires 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 (PPN46) Strategic Assessment Guidelines provides guidance to 
planning authorities on how to meet the requirements of MD11. PPN46 advises planning 
authorities to respond to all amendment strategic considerations or explain why they are not 
ƖĲũĲƻċŰƣЮШ[ƨƖƣőĲƖůŸƖĲЯШƣőĲШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲШŰŸƣĲШĲǂƓũċŔŰƚШƣőċƣШљƣőĲШũĲƻĲũШŸŉШŢƨƚƣŔŉŔĦċƣŔŸŰШŰĲĲĬĲĬШŉŸƖШĲċĦőШ
[strategic] consideration and the amendment overall should be proportional to the impact the 
amendment will have.њ  
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Major amendments such as this one, ƽőŔĦőШŔŰƻŸũƻĲШљůċŢŸƖШĦőċŰŊĲƚШƣŸШƣőĲШŸƖĬŔŰċŰĦĲШŸƖШ
ůċƓƓŔŰŊШŔŰƻŸũƻŔŰŊШċШũċƖŊĲШŰƨůĤĲƖШŸŉШũŸƣƚњШыċƓƓƖŸǂЮШΝΠΜΜ lots) and introduce new overlays and 
zoning ċƖĲШљƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬШƣŸШƓƖŸƻŔĬĲШċШĬĲƣċŔũĲĬШċŰċũǃƚŔƚШċŊċŔŰƚƣШƣőĲШŊƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚњШċŰĬШċƖĲШљƣŸШĤĲШ
supported by detailed strategic studies.њ ÂÂ ΠΝШċũƚŸШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲƚШċŰШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШƣŸШĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖШљċũũШ
ƖĲũĲƻċŰƣШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲШŰŸƣĲƚвŔŰШċƚƚŸĦŔċƣŔŸŰШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШ ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШ]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚШ
when preparing an amendment to ensure consistency and best practice.њ 

Strategic Assessment Framework 
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, critically 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, ensuring a robust and transparent 
evaluation process to inform decision-making. 

Strategic Assessment Guidelines for 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?  
- Is it supported by or is it a result of any strategic studies 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 new control? 

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

3. ?ŸĲƚШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШĦŸůƓũǃШƽŔƣőШċũũШƣőĲШƖĲũĲƻċŰƣШ~ŔŰŔƚƣĲƖќƚШ?ŔƖĲĦƣŔŸŰƚе 
- 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: 

o respond to a demonstrated need? 
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o implement a strategic direction in the MPS? 
o relate to a specific discretion or group of discretions in the planning scheme? 
o assist the responsible authority to make a decision? 
o 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 OR being the issue adequately covered by another 

planning tool or decision guideline? 
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 advisers? 
 

The following East Gippsland Shire Council meeting minutes and associated tabled 
documentsуincluding referenced background reports and materialsуpresented 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: 

¶ §ŉŉŔĦĲƖќƚШÅĲƓŸƖƣаШItem 5.1.1 ш Planning Scheme Amendment C172egip: Implementation 
of the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan 

¶ Attachment 5.1.1.1 т Submissions Table 
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¶ Attachment 5.1.1.2 т Redacted Submissions (Final) 

¶ Attachment 5.1.1.3 т Summary of Changes (Final) 

¶ Attachment 5.1.1.4 т Combined Planning Scheme Documents 

¶ Attachment 5.1.1.5 т Planning Assessment (Final) 

¶ Attachment 5.1.1.6 т Engagement Report (Final) 

¶ East Gippsland Shire Council Meeting (Tuesday 15 April 2025 at 6.00 pm) т Minutes; 
Questions of Council.   

ÑőŔƚШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШŉŸƖůƚШƓċƖƣШŸŉШŸƨƖШƚƨĤůŔƚƚŔŸŰШċŰĬШŔƚШŔŰƣĲŰĬĲĬШƣŸШĲƻċũƨċƣĲШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШ
strategic justification, its consistency with applicable state and local policy frameworks, and 
the transparency and procedural integrity of the amendment process, as required under the 
PPN46 framework.  

Strategic Assessment of C172egip 
 

Why is amendment C172egip required?  
 
The Explanatory Report 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 11.01-1L-2 (Growth Area Towns), Clause 72.08 (Further Strategic 
Work) and Strategic Objective 2 of the Council Plan 2021-2025. As noted in the Explanatory 
ÅĲƓŸƖƣќƚШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШыE]É9Ш9ŸƨŰĦŔũШ~ĲĲƣŔŰŊШ ŊĲŰĬċЯШΝΡоΜΠоΞΜΞΡбШƓЮШΞΥΠьЯШљƣhe 
amendment seeks to implement a number of the strategies associated with [clause 11.01-1L-
2], including: 

иШÂƖŸƻŔĬĲШċШƻċƖŔĲƣǃШŸŉШőŸƨƚŔŰŊШƣǃƓĲƚШċŰĬШƚƣǃũĲƚШƣőċƣШċĬĬШƣŸШƣőĲШƚƓĲĦŔċũШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШ
Paynesville. 

иШEǂƓċŰĬШƣőĲШƣŸƽŰШƽĲƚƣƽċƖĬƚШŊĲŰĲƖċũũǃШĤĲƣƽĲĲŰШìċƖċƣċőШ ƻĲŰƨĲШċŰĬШ]ƖċŰĬƻŔĲƽШÅŸċĬЮ 

иШ9ŸŰƣċŔŰШƨƖĤċŰШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШƽŔƣőŔŰШƣőĲШċƖĲċШƣŸШƣőĲШĲċƚƣШŸŉШ]ƖċŰĬƻŔĲƽШÅŸċĬЮ 

иШÂƖŸƻŔĬĲШċШĬŔƚƣŔŰĦƣШƚĲƓċƖċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШEċŊũĲШÂŸŔŰƣШċŰĬШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШŔŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣŔŰŊШĲǂƣĲŰƚŔƻĲШ
open space areas. 

иШÂƖŸƻŔĬĲШĲǂƓċŰƚŔƻĲШŊƖĲĲŰШĲĬŊĲƚШƣŸШċĤƨƣШĲŰƣƖǃШƖŸċĬƚШƣŸШůċŔŰƣċŔŰШƣőĲШƚĲŰƚĲШŸŉШĦŸƨŰƣƖǃШ
atmosphere to the arrival experience.њ 

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 Towns clause have been omitted, selectively modified, or entirely 
abandoned in the drafting of Amendment C172egipуůċťŔŰŊШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƨŰĬĲƖũǃŔŰŊШ
policy justification unclear and inconsistent. Notably, the first strategy cited in the Explanatory 
Report has been altered: a directive to ĲŰőċŰĦĲШљƣőĲШƚƓĲĦŔċũШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲњШőċƚШĤĲĲŰШ
ƖĲůŸƻĲĬШċŰĬШƖĲƓũċĦĲĬШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШůŸƖĲШŊĲŰĲƖŔĦШŸĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲШƣŸШљƓƖŸƻŔĬĲШċШƻċƖŔĲƣǃШŸŉШũŸƣШƚŔǍĲƚШċŰĬШ
őŸƨƚŔŰŊШƣǃƓĲƚШƣŸШůĲĲƣШĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃШŰĲĲĬƚЮњ Additionally, other place-based strategiesуsuch as 
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ƣőĲШŰĲĲĬШƣŸШљƓƖŸƻŔĬĲШũŔŰťċŊĲƚШĤĲƣƽĲĲŰШƖĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũЯШĦŸůůĲƖĦŔċũЯШƖĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰЯШƣŸƽŰШĦĲŰƣƖĲШċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃШ
ċƖĲċƚЯШƣőĲШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲЯШƣőĲШƽċƣĲƖŉƖŸŰƣШċŰĬШƣőĲШőŔŰƣĲƖũċŰĬњу ċƖĲШŸůŔƣƣĲĬШŉƖŸůШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШ
justification all together.  

While these may appear to be minor textual changes or omissions, the removal of explicit, 
location-specific strategic directionsуƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖũǃШƣőŸƚĲШƖĲũċƣŔŰŊШƣŸШƣőĲШƣŸƽŰќƚШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШċŰĬШ
connectivityуis highly significant. These changes erode the integrity and continuity of the 
planning framework by replacing carefully developed, place-based strategies with broad, 
generic growth objectives. The C172egip Summary of Changes Table (EGSC Agenda, 2025; p. 
277) references the East Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy (2023) as justification for 
amending Clause 11.01-1L-2 (Growth Area Towns). However, this justification is inconsistent 
with the Housing ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃќƚШƚƣċƣĲĬШƓŸũŔĦǃШĬŔƖĲĦƣŔŸŰЮШ 

The Strategy explicitly endorses character -based planning objectives  (Objective 9) to 
љĲŰőċŰĦĲШƣőĲШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШċŰĬШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШƻċũƨĲƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÉőŔƖĲќƚШƣŸƽŰƚЯњШċŰĬШĦŸĬŔŉŔĲƚШċШĦŸƖĲШ
ƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƓƖŔŰĦŔƓũĲШыÂƖŔŰĦŔƓũĲШΡьШƣőċƣШљƣőĲШƨŰŔƕƨĲШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШƣŸƽŰƚШċŰĬШƚĲƣƣũĲůĲŰƣƚШƽŔũũШĤĲШ
ůċŔŰƣċŔŰĲĬШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦĲĬШċĦƖŸƚƚШEċƚƣШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬњШыE]É9ШΞ023; pp. 8, 14). Furthermore, the 
Strategy appropriately ƖĲĦŸŊŰŔƚĲƚШƣőċƣШљƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŰŊШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦŔŰŊШƣőĲШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШƽőĲƖĲШƽĲШ
live helps communities to retain existing population and attracƣШŰĲƽШĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃШůĲůĤĲƖƚЮњ 

Far from supporting the removal of character-based provisions, the East Gippsland Housing 
and Settlement Strategy (2023) explicitly reinforces their importance. It is therefore 
disingenuous and strategically unsound for the amendment to cite character-related strategies 
from Clause 11.01-1L-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 Framework, especially the East Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy, 
and the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (PGASP).  

What are the desired outcomes of the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan 
(PGASP)?  
 
The Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan outlines thirteen desired outcomes (the Vision). Of 
these, we consider the following outcomes most relevant to the sustainability, liveability and 
coastal character or identity of the township, namely: 

¶ 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 

¶ 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. 

¶ 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. 



21 
 

¶ Strong native landscape themes will provide visual and environmental character for the 
growth area, establishing tree-lined avenues, movement corridors and an urban 
landscape respectful of the lakeside location. 

¶ 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 submission. 

How does Amendment C172egip intend to achieve 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: 

иШÖƓĬċƣĲƚШƣőĲШũŸĦċũШƓŸũŔĦǃШŉŸƖШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШċŰĬШƣőĲШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШ[ƖċůĲƽŸƖťШÂũċŰШċƣШ9ũċƨƚĲШΝΝЮΜΝ-
1L-02 (Growth Area Towns).  

иШfŰƣƖŸĬƨĦĲƚШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШΟШƣŸШƣőĲШ]ĲŰĲƖċũШÅĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũШüŸŰĲШы]ÅüΟьШƣŸШŊƨŔĬĲШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШċĦƖŸƚƚШ
the Paynesville Growth Area. 

иШÅĲǍŸŰĲƚШũċŰĬШċƣШΡШċŰĬШΦΡШ]ƖċŰĬƻŔĲƽШÅŸċĬЯШΝΟΞΡШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШÅŸċĬЯШċŰĬШƓċƖƣШŸŉШΝΞΡΡШ
Paynesville Road, Paynesville from Farming Zone to GRZ3. 

иШfŰƣƖŸĬƨĦĲƚШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШΝΜШƣŸШƣőĲШ?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШÂũċŰШ§ƻĲƖũċǃШы?Â§ΝΜьШƣŸШŊƨŔĬĲШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШŔŰШ
the Paynesville growth areas. 

иШ ƓƓũŔĲƚШƣőĲШ?Â§ΝΜШƣŸШƣőĲШƚċůĲШũċŰĬШĤĲŔŰŊШƖĲǍŸŰĲĬЮ 

иШ ƓƓũŔĲƚШƣőĲШEŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШ ƨĬŔƣШ§ƻĲƖũċǃШƣŸШΦΡШ]ƖċŰĬƻŔĲƽШÅŸċĬШċŰĬШΝΞΡΡШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШÅŸċĬЯШ
Paynesville to ensure appropriate investigation of potentially contaminated land. 

иШ?ĲũĲƣĲƚШƣőĲШÉŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣШxċŰĬƚĦċƓĲШ§ƻĲƖũċǃШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШΞШы]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬШxċťĲƚьШŉƖŸůШƓċƖƣШŸŉШΝΞΡΡШ
Paynesville Road and part of 1325 Paynesville Road, Paynesville. 

иШ ƓƓũŔĲƚШƣőĲШÂƨĤũŔĦШ ĦƕƨŔƚŔƣŔŸŰШ§ƻĲƖũċǃШΟШт Road acquisition to part 25 Waterview Road, Eagle 
Point to facilitate intersection improvements. 

иШ ůĲŰĬƚШƣőĲШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШƣŸШ9ũċƨƚĲШΤΞЮΜΟШыìőċƣШĬŸĲƚШƣőŔƚШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƚĦőĲůĲШĦŸŰƚŔƚƣШŸŉеьШƣŸШ
update mapping references. 

иШ ůĲŰĬƚШƣőĲШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШƣŸШ9ũċƨƚĲШΤΞЮΜΥШы7ċĦťŊƖŸƨŰĬШ?ŸĦƨůĲŰƣƚьШƣŸШŔŰĦũƨĬĲШƣőĲШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШ
Growth Area Structure Plan as a background document. 

иШ ůĲŰĬƚШƣőĲШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШƣŸШ9ũċƨƚĲШΤΠЮΜΞШы[ƨƖƣőĲƖШÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШìŸƖťьШƣŸШƨƓĬċƣĲШƖĲŉĲƖĲŰĦĲƚШƣŸШƣőĲШ
work to implement the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan. 

Subsequent sections will evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the various policy 
controls and planning provisions listed above in greater detail, as well as assess their 
consistency with the Planning and Policy Framework. 
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Is the amendment supported by any strategic studies or reports? 
 
The original Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (2016) was informed principally by only five 
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. 

?ĲƚƓŔƣĲШĦũċŔůƚШƣőċƣШљċШƖĲƻŔĲƽШċŰĬШƖĲŉƖĲƚőШŸŉШƣőĲШÂ] ÉÂШċŰĬШƣĲĦőŰŔĦċũШĤċĦťŊƖŸƨŰĬШƖĲƓŸƖƣƚШƽċƚШ
ƨŰĬĲƖƣċťĲŰШŔŰШΞΜΞΟЯњШƣőĲШƨƓĬċƣĲĬШÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШÂũċŰШĬŔĬШŰŸƣШŔŰĦũƨĬĲШƣőĲШƖĲƻŔƚĲĬШƖĲƓŸƖƣƚШĦŔƣĲĬШŔŰШŔƣƚШ
appendices. Upon request, Council officers provided the missing reports; however, no changes 
to the original content were evident. 

We submit that the so-ĦċũũĲĬШћƖĲŉƖĲƚőĲĬќШƣĲĦőŰŔĦċũШƖĲƓŸƖƣƚ referenced in the 2023 Structure 
Plan update are identical to the original 2015т2016 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 technical and scoping studies 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 lack significant technical studies or land 
capability assessments, including a site-specific coastal hazard vulnerability assessment and 
biodiversity studiesуcritical omissions for the development of a strategic and deliverable 
Precinct Structure Plan. 

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

¶ Key Issues and Responses Report, Oct 2015 

¶ Consultation Report, Oct 2015 

¶ Traffic Impact Assessment, Jun 2016 

¶ Social Impact Assessment, Feb 2016 

¶ High-Level Hydrological Analysis, Mar 2016 

Notably absent are key site-specific investigations including: 

¶ Neighbourhood character assessment 

¶ Aboriginal cultural values assessment 

¶ Flora and Fauna assessments 

¶ Bushfire assessments 
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¶ Visual landscape impact assessment 

¶ Land capability assessments (e.g., contamination, geotechnical investigations, coastal 
hazard vulnerability) 

It is acknowledged that a number of unpublished studies relating to a Bushfire planning (March 
2019), and a revised Social Impact Assessment (July 2023) were subsequently prepared prior to 
ƣőĲШΞΜΞΟШћƖĲŉƖĲƚőќШŸŉШƣőĲШÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШÂũċŰЮШ[ƨƖƣőĲƖůŸƖĲЯ expert witness statements were prepared 
in 2011 and 2014 to support a VCAT application for a nearby foreshore subdivision that may 
have been reviewed when preparing the Structure Plan. However, only some of the VCAT expert 
evidence reports are directly relevant to the growth area, and there is no evidence that the 
original studies were peer-reviewed or updated, as required under the Precinct Structure 
Planning Guidelines for Regional Victoria (2021): 

љÅĲƻŔĲƽШĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊШƣĲĦőŰŔĦċũШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШċŰĬШĦŸůůŔƚƚŔŸŰШċŰǃШũċŰĬШĦċƓċĤŔũŔƣǃШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШыĲЮŊЮШ
heritage, land capability, etc.) or update existing studies to support early planning 
ĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚЮњ 

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

¶ Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan -Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Desktop 
Assessment (May 2024) 

¶ Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (July 2016) Review of bushfire planning 
considerations ш Draft Report (March 2019) 

¶ Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan (July 2016) Review of bushfire planning 
considerations ш Final Report (June 2024) 

¶ Paynesville Growth Area Strategy т Social Infrastructure Demand Report (July 2023) 
¶ Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment т Paynesville Growth Area Structure Plan- 

Transport Engineering Assessment (Nov 2024). 
¶ Paynesville Growth Area  т  Structure Plan[Drainage] Model Review -Final Report (May 

2024) 
¶ Preliminary Site Investigation ш Paynesville Growth Area (Apr 2024) 

Despite the existence of the above reports, considerable 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 hazard risks.  

The following table outlines key differences in the supporting documentation underpinning the 
Paynesville and Eagle Point Structure Plans (see below). 

 

 

Structure Planning Comparison Table  
Supporting documentation informing the Eagle 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 Amendment т 
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 
ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШÂũċŰќƚШƖŸċĬШ
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 
Area Strategy т Social 
Infrastructure Demand 
Report (July 2023) 
 
 

Based on 2011 census 
demographic data 
 
Based on 2021 ABS 
Census data however the 
socio-spatial analysis was 
based on the 2016 
Structure Plan. 

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

High Level 
Hydrological Analysis, 
Mar 2016 
 
Paynesville Growth 
Area  т  Structure 
Plan[Drainage] Model 
Review -Final Report 
(May 2024) 
 

No consideration of 
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 the proposed 
2025 C172 Amendment  

The Public Realm & 
Infrastructure Plan 

Not completed Deferred to the 
Development Plan 

Significant topographic features  
(ridgelines / high points) 
mapped 

Not included Neither plan undertook a 
landscape impact 
assessment despite the 
Significant Landscape 
Overlay- Schedule 2 
(SLO2)-Gippsland Lakes 
applying in both areas. 

Significant view lines shown on 
maps 
 

Not included Neither plan undertook a 
landscape impact 
assessment despite 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., 
Vegetation Protection Overlay)  
shown on maps 

Not included  

Inundation overlay (LSIO) 
shown on maps 

Not included Deferred to the 
Development Plan 
presumably 

Road / Street Cross Sections 
included 

Not included Deferred to the 
?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШÂũċŰќƚШÂƨĤũŔĦШ
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 A draft high level Bushfire 
Planning Considerations 
Report was 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 
?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШÂũċŰќƚШÂƨĤũŔĦШ
Infrastructure Plan 

Natural Hazards mapped 
(bushfire and 1% AEP flood 
extant only) 
 
Sea level Rise, Storm/Tide 
Surge not mapped 

Not included Historic Local Coastal 
Hazard Assessment (2014) 
and other unspecified 
Government data used 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 
?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШÂũċŰќƚШÂƨĤũŔĦШ
Infrastructure Plan 

Open Space Network Plan Not included Deferred to the 
Development Plan  

Land Use Budget and summary 
tables not included 

Not included Deferred to the 
Development Plan 

Gateways and Streetscapes 
Plan 

Not included Deferred to the 
Development Plan 

No contaminated land 
investigations   

Not undertaken Deferred to the 
Development Plan, 
triggered by the 
Environmental Audit 
Overlay 

Detailed Precinct Area Plans т 
foreshore and community 
precincts 

Not completed Deferred to the 
Development Plan 

 

Will the proposed amendment result in a good planning outcome?  
The Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines (2021) along with Precinct Structure Planning 
Guidelines for Regional Victoria (2021) were developed to address longstanding issues in 
greenfield and peri-urban development across regional Victoria, including poor sequencing, 
under-serviced subdivisions, and ad hoc decision-making. The Guidelines aim to "lift the bar" 
by requiring planning authorities and proponents to adopt a more integrated, proactive, and 
strategically sequenced approach to development planning. 1 This includes ensuring that key 
land use, infrastructure, environmental, and open space considerations are resolved before  
land is rezonedуnot after. 

These guidelines make clear that good planning outcomes depend on early 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 as flooding, 
coastal hazards or bushfire), and guide the orderly  rollout of housing and services. The output 
of this process includes a suite of interrelated precinct -level plansуsuch as the Public Realm 
and Water Plan, Movement Network and Public Transport Plan, Environment 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 Planуwhich should logically be prepared in an orderly manner to 
inform the overall precinct layout, stormwater sizing and development staging strategy. 

However, Amendment C172egip does not follow this structured, 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 the land has been 
rezoned. In doing so, the amendment is inconsistent with the integrated and orderly planning 
approach required by the Planning and Environment Act and intrinsic to the winder planning 
policy framework. 

ThĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚ planning approach is defective for the following reasons: 

¶ Key PSP outputs are treated as post-rezoning tasks, when in fact they are prerequisites 
for making sound rezoning decisions. According to the PSP Guidelines, these plans are 
not discretionary or supplementaryуthey are essential tools that ensure development 
is properly informed by environmental, cultural, infrastructure, and design constraints. 2 
It is also fundamentally inconsistent with the Marine & Coastal Policy 2020 and Marine 
& Coastal Strategy 2022 which direct decision makers to embed integrated , data-
driven, coastal zone planning (which is proportionate and risk based) at the local and 
regional level.  

¶ Deferring these plans compromises transparency and community confidence. Without 
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 process and 
weakens accountability. 

¶ The sequencing is backwards. Rather than shaping the form and staging of 
development, the Development Plan will be forced to react to a rezoning that has 
already occurred, leaving little scope for meaningful adaptation. This riskќs fragmented 
and maladapted urban form which lacks climate resilience, misaligned infrastructure 
delivery, loss of important environmental and cultural values, and higher long-term 
costs to councils and service authorities. 

¶ It sets a poor precedent. Allowing rezoning to proceed in the absence of these PSP 
outputs sends a signal that integrated and orderly planning is optional, not essential. It 
weakens the role of strategic planning policy and opens the door to developer-led 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 the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines for Regional Victoria, and 
does not give effect to the core planning principles enshrined in the Planning Policy Framework, 

 
2 Victorian Planning Authority (2021) Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines: New Communities in 
Victoria; p.69 

https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/marine-coastal-management/marine-and-coastal-policy
https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/marine-coastal-management/marine-and-coastal-strategy
https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/marine-coastal-management/marine-and-coastal-strategy
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particularly those relating to integrated decision-making, 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 outputs prior to rezoning, in line with the intent of the PSP Guidelines. Only by following this 
approach can the amendment deliver a strategically sound, transparent, orderly and integrated 
planning outcome for the Paynesville Growth Area. 

Will the amendment have a net community benefit? 
Clause 71.02-3 of the Planning Policy Framework requires 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 underpinned by coordinated strategic planning across agencies, 
particularly where proposals have regional implications. In bushfire-prone areas, the protection 
of human life must be prioritised above all other considerations. 

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

Deferred essential assessments and implementation risks 
The amendment defers the preparation of key structure planning outputs т such as flora and 
fauna assessments to the developer-driven detailed development planning stage 
(Development Plan Overlay), rather than incorporating them into the exhibited amendment. 
These vital ћƓƖĲ-ĦŸůůĲŰĦĲůĲŰƣќ planning reports and assessments are identified in the PSP 
guidelines as critical outputs, essential to the formulation of a sound precinct structure plan 
and necessary inputs to the design of the Development Plan itself.3 

This sequencing contradicts the principles of integrated, orderly and 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 meaningfully integrate and balance conflicting 
objectives or deliver a transparent and evidence-based planning outcome. Subsequent 
sections of this submission will explore the failure to integrate conflicting policy directives in 
more detail. 

Inconsistency with strategic policy 
The amendment relies on the East Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy (2023) to justify 
changes to Clause 11.01-1L-2 (Growth Area Towns), but it omits or removes key policy 
directions contained in that same strategyуparticularly those relating to neighbourhood 
character, environmental values and risks, and town identity. This selective referencing 
ƨŰĬĲƖůŔŰĲƚШƓŸũŔĦǃШĦŸőĲƖĲŰĦĲШċŰĬШĬŔůŔŰŔƚőĲƚШĦŸŰŉŔĬĲŰĦĲШŔŰШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШ
integrity. 

 
3 Victorian Planning Authority (2021) Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines: New Communities in 
Victoria; p.69 



30 
 

The net effect is a weakening of established planning policy and an erosion of place-based 
planning principles that are fundamental to maintaining liveability and distinctiveness in 
regional towns such as Paynesville. 

Fragmented and uncoordinated development risk 
By rezoning land in the absence of essential environmental plans and infrastructure siting and 
sequencing strategies, the amendment increases the risk of fragmented development, service 
delivery delays, and long-term cost inefficiencies. It places the burden of resolving foundational 
land use and infrastructure questions on future decision-makers, rather than resolving them 
through the structure planning process as intended. This approach is inconsistent with Clause 
71.02-3, which emphasises the need for coordinated and efficient use of resources. 

 Inadequate consideration of regional and environmental risks 
The amendment does not adequately address regional environmental risks, particularly in 
relation to stormwater discharge impacts to the Gippsland Lakes, threatened EPBC-listed 
species and vegetation communities, and the absence of site-specific assessments of coastal 
hazard vulnerability. These risks are not isolated to the local development footprintуthey have 
broader implications for the ecological health, water quality, and climate resilience of the 
Gippsland Lakes, which is a Ramsar-listed wetland and lake system of international 
importance. As such, they must be considered at the regional scale, in accordance with Clause 
71.02-ΟЯШƽőŔĦőШĲǂƓũŔĦŔƣũǃШƚƣċƣĲƚШƣőċƣШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШċŰĬШƖĲƚƓŸŰƚŔĤũĲШċƨƣőŸƖŔƣŔĲƚШůƨƚƣШљŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃШƣőĲШ
potential for regional impacts in their decision-mċťŔŰŊњШċŰĬШљĦŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƽŔƣőШ
their neighbours and other public bodies to achieve sustainable development and the effective 
ċŰĬШĲŉŉŔĦŔĲŰƣШƨƚĲШŸŉШƖĲƚŸƨƖĦĲƚЮњ This coordination has not occurred in a 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 the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020, the Marine and Coastal Strategy 
2022, the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Site Management Plan, and the East Gippsland Catchment 
Management Strategy.  

This policy misalignment is 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 valuesу
including foreshore and estuarine habitatуmust be addressed early, not deferred to the 
Development Plan stage. This reflects a fundamental principle of Clause 12.01-1S 
(Biodiversity), which requires that planning avoid impacts, not simply manage them after zoning 
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 strategic 
environmental risk input and final planning outputs. It also suggests that agency feedbackу
particularly regarding drainage, flood vulnerability, and foreshore riskуhas not been fully or 
transparently incorporated into the amendment in a timely, orderly and consistent manner. 

The amendment also lacks any clear demonstration of how stormwater discharge will be 
managed to avoid adverse impacts on receiving waters and wetlandsуnamely, the Gippsland 
Lakesуdespite clear expectations under Environment Protection Act 2017 (Vic) and associated 
Environment Protection Regulations 2021, and Clause 13.02-1S (Floodplain Management) that 
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planning protect water quality and natural systems. The omission of any publicly accessible 
cumulative impact assessment is particularly notable given the known stormwater and nutrient 
sensitivity of downstream saltmarsh communities. 

fŰШƚőŸƖƣЯШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШĦƨƖƖĲŰƣШċƓƓƖŸċĦőШappears piecemeal and agency-siloed, lacking the 
integrated, whole-of-system planning coordination envisioned by Clause 71.02-3, along with 
the wider Marine and Coastal Policy provisions and policies incorporated into the planning 
scheme via Amendment VC171. Without site-specific assessments, without regional-scale 
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 objectives and normalising a 
piecemeal, rather than strategic, approach to planning in sensitive coastal areas. 

Bushfire risk not properly prioritised 
Finally, the amendment does not demonstrate how bushfire risk has been assessed or 
prioritised, despite the proximity of the growth area to vegetated coastal reserves and known 
fire-prone landscapes. Clause 71.02-3 is clear that in bushfire-prone areas, the protection of 
human life must be paramount. The omission of a bushfire assessment plan at the initial  
structure planning stage is a major deficiency, leading to unresolved conflicting policy 
objectives, which will be discussed in latter 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 71.02-3 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 guidelines and the broader Planning 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 sustainable outcome for the 
community.  

Will the community benefit outweigh the cost of the new 
controls? 
Amendment C172egipќƚШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊ does not appear to have been informed by a cost-
benefit analysis or detailed risk assessment. Understanding the extent of vulnerability to 
coastal hazards such as erosion, inundation, and sea-level rise is critical given the inherent risk 
profile of the foreshore area. The amendment defers detailed hazard mapping of local hazards 
and conditions to the Development Plan stage, making scenario-based coastal planning that is 
informed by stochastic risk assessments at the structure planning stage impossible. In the 
ċĤƚĲŰĦĲШŸŉШĬĲƣċŔũĲĬШőċǍċƖĬШůċƓƓŔŰŊШċŰĬШċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊЯШŔƣќƚШƨŰĦũĲċƖШőŸƽШƓũċŰŰĲƖƚШőċƻĲШ
anticipated and modelled future risks to coastal values, and to public and community 
ŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШƣőċƣќƚШƓƖŸƓŸƚĲĬШƣŸШĤĲШƚŔƣĲĬШŔŰШƣőĲШĦŸċƚƣċũШǍŸŰĲЮШ  

Moreover, no evidence has been forthcoming which has evaluated the cost implications of 
potentially ћċƣ-ƖŔƚťќШcoastal infrastructure versus the modest increase in the rates base that 

file:///E:/ENVIRO%20CAMPAIGNS/Paynesville%20GROWTH%20PLAN%20AMMENDMENT/Planning%20Panel%20Hearing/VC171%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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additional housing supply in the sensitive coastal interface zone would provide. Therefore, 
while the expansion of Paynesville offers additional housing supply and economic 
opportunities, these potential benefits may well be undermined by the cost implications of 
disorderly coastal planning. By neglecting a thorough assessment of coastal hazard risks based 
on the best available stochastic hazard modelling, and deferring strategic planning to the 
Development Plan, the amendment exposes Council and the community to long-term costs 
and uncertainties. This is contrary to the PSP guidelines, which emphasise that such plans and 
assessments are inputs  to rezoningуnot outputs to be finalised afterwards. 

Uncosted risks: coastal inundation and erosion impacts 
The Paynesville Growth Area borders Lake King and is adjacent to low-lying foreshore and 
estuarine assets that are increasingly exposed to coastal hazards. Understanding the extent of 
vulnerability to coastal hazards such as erosion, inundation, and sea-level rise is paramount. 
Best practice coastal planning involves detailed hazard mapping and stochastic scenario 
modelling to help planners anticipate future risks and evaluate the cost implications of 
mitigating them efficiently and effectively.4 

Without a publicly exhibited, site -specific  Coastal Hazard Vulnerability Assessment (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 in, or near, 
erosion and inundation-prone areas. ÑőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƓƖŔůċƖǃ planning tool to address the 
identified coastal hazard risks is to constrain development below 2.8 meters AHD; citing the 
Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment 2014 (LCHA) as justification for its 
approach to coastal hazard risk mitigation.5  

While the regional-scale study was a valuable starting point, it is now significantly outdated, 
and more importantly, was never designed for local-level land use planning.6 It did not model 
1% AEP flood events incorporating sea level rise beyond 2040, therefore falling short of 2100 
planning horizon required by PPN53 and Clause 13.01-1S. Overall, the limited data available at 
the time forced the modellers to rely on too many qualitative assessments and  assumptions, 
that are can be readily challenged today by 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.7  

Since then, major advances in climate modellingуmany incorporated into the 9ÉfÅ§ќƚШΞΜΞΞШ
Gippsland Lakes studyуhave highlighted the likelihood of more extreme and frequent 
inundation events, faster-than-anticipated sea level rise, and compounding coastal hazard 
risks projected to occur well before 2100. Relying solely on the 2.8m AHD threshold as a 

 
4 §ќ]ƖċĬǃЯШs]ЮШĲƣШċũШыΞΜΞΠьШьЮШ ШƓƖŸĤċĤŔũŔƚƣŔĦШĦŸċƚƣċũШŔŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШŉŸƖШ ƨƚƣƖċũŔċЮШfŰаШÂőŔũũŔƓƚЯШ~ЮÅЮбШ
Al-Naemi, S., and Duarte, C.M. (eds.), Coastlines under Global Change: Proceedings from the 
International Coastal Symposium (ICS) 2024 (Doha, Qatar). Journal of Coastal Research, Special Issue 
No. 113, pp. 185-189; see also Appendix A: Review of the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard 
Assessment (LCHA)  
5 NB: the Water Technology report was incorrectly identified as being completed in 2016 in the gazetted 
Explanatory Report to the amendment (see p.9). 
6 Water Technology (2014) Gippsland Lakes/90 Mile Beach Local Coastal Hazard Assessment ш Report 2: 
Inundation Hazard, State Government of Victoria; pp.26-7 
7 7 Water Technology (2014) Gippsland Lakes/90 Mile Beach Local Coastal Hazard Assessment ш Report 
2: Inundation Hazard; p.67 

https://allen.silverchair-cdn.com/allen/content_public/journal/jcr/113/si/10.2112_jcr-si113-037.1/3/jcr-si113-037.1.pdf?Expires=1752935625&Signature=AFi0ayh-PMyHQmU4ritEPDRHJjFA1Mid1wzN3OowLnfA~vgDyAmZ0qHlVGgNx4zzzDkV7hqqGFx4PTZa2ERjJGx~nylm4rY0hTAg6BkPnSWKwXaKmy1LH5k-QC41u5Dju8zbp72in7ZBXq4JBer9Yo0NxO0tQKKsHvcKotJr33kvF1pDFO7rE612kXe7wlbtG7KB1EVLAM5yOaf5mN5mGpAPm0v4hgRs7sfcw8KZA1yX7~1HCZi~qT4bn1mZ9pJ66FRM6ncdOWe1ufGLI-vlsiQdLG6bLpSEwZNibtmBTTan9zd2H6aCHRdAtGV~eZDoUmG~q1rFh~dQJ8ax88CQMA__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAIE5G5CRDK6RD3PGA
https://allen.silverchair-cdn.com/allen/content_public/journal/jcr/113/si/10.2112_jcr-si113-037.1/3/jcr-si113-037.1.pdf?Expires=1752935625&Signature=AFi0ayh-PMyHQmU4ritEPDRHJjFA1Mid1wzN3OowLnfA~vgDyAmZ0qHlVGgNx4zzzDkV7hqqGFx4PTZa2ERjJGx~nylm4rY0hTAg6BkPnSWKwXaKmy1LH5k-QC41u5Dju8zbp72in7ZBXq4JBer9Yo0NxO0tQKKsHvcKotJr33kvF1pDFO7rE612kXe7wlbtG7KB1EVLAM5yOaf5mN5mGpAPm0v4hgRs7sfcw8KZA1yX7~1HCZi~qT4bn1mZ9pJ66FRM6ncdOWe1ufGLI-vlsiQdLG6bLpSEwZNibtmBTTan9zd2H6aCHRdAtGV~eZDoUmG~q1rFh~dQJ8ax88CQMA__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAIE5G5CRDK6RD3PGA
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definitive planning control, without conducting site-specific flood studies, geotechnical 
investigations (including acid sulphate soils and soil erosion) and comprehensive coastal 
hazard risk assessments, is inconsistent with Clause 13.01-1S which advises ƓũċŰŰĲƖƚШљŔĬentify 
at risk areas using the best available data and climate change science.њ 

Additionally, the 2.8m line does not sufficiently comply with Clause 13.01-2S, which 
emphasizes the need for site-specific, 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 area and the limitations of the LCHA are provided in Clause 13.01-
1S, 13.01-2S and Appendix A respectively.  

Examples of uncosted risks include: 

Stormwater Assets: 
Coastal flooding and saline intrusion accelerate failure of stormwater outfalls, WSUD assets, 
and open drains. According to the Victorian Coastal Hazard Assessment (DELWP, 2022) and 
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 areas. As 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 $500,000 and $1.5 
million/km, depending on site conditions and erosion severity (EGSC Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan, 2021). Even if we ignore the additional costs from inflationary pressures, the costs of 
armouring and eventually realigning roads further inland are expected to escalate significantly 
as sea levels rise and extreme weather events become more frequent. Moreover, without 
substantial coastal setbacks or adaptation 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. The Victorian Coastal 
Strategy (2014) estimates 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 retreat 
corridors have not been secured. 

A 2023 study commissioned 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 

https://www.marineandcoastalcouncil.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0030/665652/a1420184d6623d94a7f338f861671b6c68af15d5.pdf
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totalling approximately $442 billion.8 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 
as publŔĦШƖĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũШċƖĲċƚШċũŸŰŊШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċќƚШΞЯΡΜΜШťůШĦŸċƚƣũŔŰĲШ. 

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 investment to mitigate future 
costs and protect community assets. Clauses 12 and 13 will explore the specific coastal hazard 
ƖŔƚťƚШŸŉШƣőĲШŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċќƚШŰŸƖƣőĲƖŰШƚőŸƖĲũŔŰĲШċŰĬШƣőĲШƓƖŸƓŸƚĲĬШĦŸċƚƣċũШƖĲƚĲƖƻĲƚШċŰĬШ
infrastructure to be sited there. 

LOSS OF COASTAL BUFFER ZONES AND BIODIVERSITY: 

љ9ŸċƚƣċũШƚƕƨĲĲǍĲњуwhere fixed urban development abuts rising seasуleads to irreversible 
loss of wetland, dune and saltmarsh habitat. The Marine 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 infrastructure. As noted 
ĤǃШ?ExìÂаШљƽhen coastal inundation and erosion risks are not factored into the siting of public 
infrastructure, costs of adaptation or asset failure are transferred to councils and future 
ŊĲŰĲƖċƣŔŸŰƚЮњ9 ÉŔůŔũċƖũǃЯШfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċШƽċƖŰƚШƣőċƣШљƓlacing infrastructure in coastal 
hazard zones without an adaptation strategy increases fiscal exposure and reduces long-term 
ƖĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲЮњ10 

Concluding remarks 
Given these foreseeable and evidence-based risks, we submit that the costsуboth financial 
and environmentalуsignificantly outweigh the claimed benefits of the proposed control. 
Without a robust evidence-base, and the inclusion of core PSP outputs at the rezoning stage, 
the proposal fails to demonstrate integrated decision-making. 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 required technical 
studiesуparticularly those relating to coastal hazard risk and infrastructure planningуare 
prepared, peer-reviewed, and publicly exhibited in accordance with the PSP guidelines and 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 puts forward the case that the amendment is not sufficiently consistent with 

 
8 Kompas, T. et al (2022) Economic 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, Melbourne and 
Climate Risk Pty Ltd., Sydney 
9 DELWP, 2022 ш Victorian Coastal Hazard Assessment, p.18 
10 Infrastructure Victoria ш Resilient Infrastructure Report, 2021, p.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 1987 (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 sea-level rise. By neglecting comprehensive risk assessment, 
adopting overly simplistic hazard mapping, and failing to implement sufficiently protective 
coastal buffers, the amendment disregards best-practice coastal planning approaches. This 
neglect not only compromises long-term 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 core statutory planning principles intended to safeguard Victoria's 
coastal communities, infrastructure, and natural assets for present and future generations. 

Does the amendment adequately address any environmental 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 the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (Vic). Specifically, it fails to 
comprehensively assess and mitigate significant ecological impacts arising from increased 
coastal hazard risks such as erosion, inundation, and sea-level rise. The amendment overlooks 
critical environmental consequences, including habitat loss, disruption of ecological 
connectivity, and degradation of sensitive foreshore ecosystems. Furthermore, the superficial 
approach to hazard identification and the reliance on simplified and outdated inundation 
modelling rather than dynamic, process-based assessments demonstrate insufficient regard 
for the complex and long-term environmental impacts likely to arise. Consequently, the 
amendment does not satisfy statutory obligations to properly consider and address the 
environmental effects associated with future coastal processes and climatic uncertainties. 

Does the amendment adequately address any social 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 the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (Vic). Specifically, it fails to sufficiently 
evaluate how increased exposure to coastal hazardsуsuch as inundation and erosionуwill 
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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Insufficient assessment of the social impacts of climate change  
The Social Infrastructure Demand Report 
(July 2023) accompanying the amendment, 
ċĦťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲĬШƣőċƣШŔƣШƽċƚШƓƖƨĬĲŰƣШљƣŸШŉċĦƣŸƖШ
in the effects of climate change on 
interdependent social infrastructure, 
especially in those Paynesville township 
areas which are subject to flooding.њ To 
illustrate the level of projected flooding the 
report reproduced the 2010 ћΝΜӖШ EÂШ[ũŸŸĬШ
Scenario Maximum Inundation Extent under 
Existing MSL and SLR Scenarios at 
PċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќШůċƓШŉƖŸůШƣőĲШInundation report 
of the Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal 
Hazard Assessment (2014) (see Figure 5-8) 

The report also ŰŸƣĲĬШƣőċƣШљċƣШΜЮΥůШŸŉШÉxÅШ
ƣőĲШůċŢŸƖШƚĲƖƻŔĦĲШċƖĲċƚШяŸŉШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲѐШċƖĲШĤŸƣőШŔŰƨŰĬċƣĲĬШċŰĬШĦƨƣШŸŉŉШŉƖŸůШƣőĲШƖŸċĬШŰĲƣƽŸƖťњ 
ċŰĬШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШљċШƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃШƣőċƣШĲŰċĤũĲƚШƣőĲШŰĲƽШƖĲƚŔĬĲŰƣƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÂ] ШƣŸШƖĲůċŔŰШĦŸŰŰĲĦƣĲĬШ
to service provision by establishing a small multi use facility acting as home to satellite services 
ŉŸƖШƣőŸƚĲШċũƖĲċĬǃШŔŰШĲǂŔƚƣĲŰĦĲШƽŔƣőŔŰШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲЮњШШÑőĲШƖĲƓŸƖƣШŊŸĲƚШŸŰШƣŸШƚƨŊŊĲƚƣШƣőċƣШљŉƨƣƨƖĲШ
proofing, although a seemingly positive approach provides a less flexible social infrastructure 
ƚǃƚƣĲůЯШƣőċŰШŸŰĲШĬĲƚŔŊŰĲĬШŉŸƖШċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰШŔŰШƣőĲШŉċĦĲШŸŉШĦőċŰŊĲЮњШÑőĲШƖĲƓŸƖƣШĦŸŰĦũƨĬĲƚШŔƣƚШ
ĬŔƚĦƨƚƚŔŸŰШŸŰШĦũŔůċƣĲШĦőċŰŊĲШċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰШĤǃШƚƣċƣŔŰŊШљƣőĲШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШŸŉШƣőŔƚШƖĲƓŸƖƣШċƖĲШ
prefaced on this flexible, adaptive system, designing a framework for social infrastructure that 
ƽŔũũШĦŸŰƣŔŰƨĲШƣŸШĲƻŸũƻĲШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШĦőċŰŊĲƚШƣőċƣШċƖĲШĲůĤĲĬĬĲĬШŔŰШŊƖŸƽƣőШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĲƚЮњ 

Critically, the report provides insufficient analysis regarding the potential impacts of sea-level 
rise and shoreline erosion, notably the risk of substantial and permanent inundation of 
extensive areas of Paynesville. Without costly protective infrastructure or carefully managed 
retreat strategies, these impacts could effectively redefine the town's boundaries and 
ƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣũǃШĬŔƚƖƨƓƣШƣőĲШůċŔŰШċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃШĦĲŰƣƖĲЮШÑőĲШƖĲƓŸƖƣќƚШĦƨƖƚŸƖǃШƣƖĲċƣůĲŰƣШŸŉШƣőĲƚĲШĦŸůƓũĲǂШ
challenges undermines effective strategic planning and fails to adequately address the 
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃќƚШũŸŰŊ-term vulnerability. Moreover, the report sidesteps the devastating impacts 
that frequent flooding will likely have on community wellbeing, particularly for vulnerable 
populations such as the elderly or people with disabilities.  
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Simplistic responses to climate risk 
The recommendation that a single small facility or "new neighbourhood centre within the PGA" 
could adequately substitute inundated key servicesуincluding vital retail businesses like 
pharmacies and supermarketsуis overly simplistic and untenable. This proposition 
demonstrates a superficial approach to strategic and emergency planning, especially given that 
high sea-level events are projected to occur approximately 10 times per year under low-
emission scenarios, and up to 100 times per year under high-emission scenarios by the end of 
the century.11 As illustrated in the map below, projected sea-level rise, shoreline erosion and 

frequent high sea-level events by the turn of the centuryуonly 75 years from nowуwill likely 
ŔŰƨŰĬċƣĲШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќƚШůċŔŰШċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃШĦĲŰƣƖĲЯШċŉŉĲĦƣŔŰŊШċũũШĦŸůůĲƖĦŔċũШƓƖĲůŔƚĲƚШċŰĬШŊŸƻĲƖŰůĲŰƣШ
service facilities.  

The implications for community resilience, economic stability, and essential service continuity 
are severe and must be urgently addressed in strategic planning decisions. Additionally, 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 storm-driven flooding impacts can be 
effectively addressed later through an undefined "flexible, adaptive system." This approach is 
inconsistent with the principles set out in the broader legislative and policy framework which 
mandates proactive, detailed, and early-stage planning for climate adaptation and coastal 
resilience. 

Notably, the Victorian Marine and Coastal Policy (2020) explicitly outlines objectives for 
proactive adaptation to climate hazards through rigorous, risk-based planning. Similarly, 

 
11 See Kirono, 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, Australia; pp.62-63  
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Victoria's Climate Change Strategy (2021) emphasizes the necessity for proactive adaptation 
planning. Moreover, the éŔĦƣŸƖŔċѢƚЮÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣЮ9ŸċƚƣЮш Adapting for 2100+ framework and 
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 than deferring critical adaptive planning 
and responses to an uncertain future stage. 

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

Limited engagement and participation reducing 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 on two advertisements in the local newspaper and the Shire's ћőċƻĲ-
your-ƚċǃќШƽĲĤƓċŊĲЯ led to extremely limited community awareness and poor attendance 
(approximately 40 residents) at council-organised face-to-face events.  

In contrast, a subsequent community-led letter-drop campaign resulted in over 250 residents 
attending an open-air public meeting (in challenging weather conditions) - 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 ignored or deferred for panel consideration. 
There remains widespread negative sentiment regarding 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)?  
Superficial cost-benefit analysis 
The amendment lacks a comprehensive economic assessment clearly demonstrating the 
overall net benefit or cost implications to the community, evaluated across both short-term 
and long-term horizons. Though partially acknowledged, it does not sufficiently quantify or 
address economic impacts associated with climate change adaptation, such as escalating 
costs due to coastal inundation, sea-level rise, increased storm intensity, and ongoing erosion 
hazards. These hazards pose substantial economic liabilities including the potential loss or 
degradation of public 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 
ƣőŸƖŸƨŊőũǃШĲƻċũƨċƣĲĬЮШ9ŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰƣũǃЯШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШŸůŔƚƚŔŸŰШŸŉШċШĬĲtailed cost-benefit 
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framework results in uncertainty and inadequate preparedness regarding future economic 
burdens on the community, contravening best practice guidance on climate-responsive 
economic planning. 

Underestimated infrastructure costs 
The amendment inadequately addresses and significantly underestimates potential 
infrastructure-related costs arising from increased development density and climate-induced 
coastal hazards. It fails to transparently document or quantify the financial implications 
associated with ongoing maintenance, adaptation, and protective measures required to 
safeguard essential infrastructureуsuch as roads, drainage systems, stormwater treatment 
assets, utilities, and coastal protection structuresуagainst sea-level 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 emergency and 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 transferred to local government 
and taxpayers, undermining the long-term economic sustainability of the community and 
contravening robust planning and governance practices. 

Unquantified climate adaptation costs 
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 quantification of potential 
economic liabilities associated with necessary protective measuresуsuch as seawalls, 
revetments, or drainage infrastructureуongoing 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, emergency-driven responses 
and unplanned infrastructure interventions historically incur significantly greater 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 frequent or 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 the Planning 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 decisions toward achieving 
sustainable, equitable, and economically responsible outcomes. 
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?ŸĲƚШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШĦŸůƓũǃШƽŔƣőШċũũШƣőĲШƖĲũĲƻċŰƣШ~ŔŰŔƚƣĲƖќƚ 
Directions? 
 
Does the amendment comply with the requirements of the Ministerial 
Direction 13 (Managing coastal hazards) 
 
Ministerial Directive 13 puts forth the following key requirements to be met: 

In preparing an amendment which would have the effect of rezoning non-urban 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 A, tőĲШ ůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШĦŸċƚƣċũШőċǍċƖĬШƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃШũĲċŰƚШċũůŸƚƣШĲŰƣŔƖĲũǃШŸŰШ
the Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA) 2014 by Water Technology. The 
heavy reliance on one major stud  introduces significant uncertainties and analytical risks.. 
Although detailed, the 2014 assessment was never intended to be a full flood study suitable for 
land use planning.12 Notably, the report fails to explicitly model a critical scenario combining an 
0.8 m sea-level rise with a 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) storm tide surge event 
occurring independently of catchment flooding. This omission represents a significant gap in 
hazard assessment, undermining confidence in the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the 
planning response.  

Furthermore, the LCHA does not extend modelling of combined 1% AEP catchment flooding 
and sea-level rise scenarios beyond 2040. These omissions represent a substantial data gap, 
undermining accurate hazard identification for coastal inundation risks anticipated by 2100. In 
sum, to rely solely on the outdated and limited 2014 Coastal Hazard Assessment falls notably 
short of the rigorous modelling and risk-based planning expectations 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: Report 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 A and C. 

Does the amendment support or implement the Planning 
Policy Framework? 
The amendment cites several specific clauses of the Planning Policy Framework (many 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 clause (along with several additional 
uncited clauses), and explains why the amendment, in its current form, is unlikely to deliver the 
policy objectives those clauses are intended to achieve.13 

Clause 11.01-1S т Settlement 
ÑőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШŔƚШƚċŔĬШƣŸШŉċĦŔũŔƣċƣĲШљƚƨƚƣċŔŰċĤũĲШŊƖŸƽƣőЯњШǃĲƣШŔƣШŉċŔũƚШƣŸШĬĲũŔƻĲƖШƣőĲШŔŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬШ
planning outcomes required to make that growth sustainable in practice. It defers essential 
land capability assessments, infrastructure planning, and environmental risk analysis to the 
post-ƖĲǍŸŰŔŰŊШ?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШÂũċŰШƚƣċŊĲЮШÑőŔƚШĬŔƖĲĦƣũǃШƨŰĬĲƖůŔŰĲƚШƣőĲШÂÂ[ќƚШstrategic principle of 
ĲŰƚƨƖŔŰŊШũċŰĬШŔƚШљƚƨŔƣċĤũĲШŉŸƖШƣőĲШŔŰƣĲŰĬĲĬШƨƚĲњШċŰĬШƣőċƣШљĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũЯШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲЯШċŰĬШ
ĦƨũƣƨƖċũШƻċũƨĲƚШċƖĲШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣĲĬњШƓƖŔŸƖШƣŸШƖĲǍŸŰing. The lack of exhibited plans such as a Public 
Realm and Water Plan, Coastal Adaptation Plan, or Movement and Transport Framework 
indicates an absence of front-loaded planning that sustainable settlement planning demands. 

Clause 11.01-1R т Settlement т Gippsland 
While the Paynesville Growth Area is identified in the regional settlement hierarchy, the 
amendment undermines key environmental and infrastructure objectives of the Gippsland 
Regional Growth Plan. That Plan emphasises protecting the ecological integrity of the 
Gippsland Lakes, managing climate change risk, and avoiding development in hazard-prone 
areas. The amendment fails to exhibit site-specific coastal hazard assessments or demonstrate 
compliance with Ministerial Direction No. 13, which requires that rezoning in coastal areas 
assess future sea-level rise and erosion risks using best-available 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 detail in 
the Clauses 12, 13 and PPN53.  

Clause 11.02-1S т Supply of Urban Land 
While rezoning rural land may increase nominal supply, the amendment does not demonstrate 
that the land is viable or environmentally unconstrained. This clause caƨƣŔŸŰƚШƣőċƣШљƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШŉŸƖШ
urban growth should consider: 

 
13 Please note Clause 11.01-1L-2 which underpinned the rational for the Amendment in the Explanatory 
Report has been evaluated in Section 1 of the submission. 
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¶ Neighbourhood character and landscape considerations. 

¶ The limits of land capability and natural hazards and environmental quality.њ 

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

Clause 11.02-2S т Structure Planning 
The amendment does not implement a structure plan in the manner envisaged by this clause, in 
ƣőċƣШƣőĲШÂ] ÉÂШĬŸĲƚШŰŸƣШƚƨŉŉŔĦŔĲŰƣũǃШљfacilitate the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use 
and development of urban areasњ. ÑőŔƚШƚőŸƖƣĦŸůŔŰŊШŔƚШƓƖŔůċƖŔũǃШĬƨĲШƣŸШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШŉċŔũƨƖĲШ
to consider the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines (VPA, 2021)уwhich are specifically 
cited as a policy document  in the relevant clause. Despite this, Council has explicitly stated, in 
response to formal Questions of Council regarding Amendment C172egip, that it did not 
consider the PSP guidelines to be applicable in East Gippsland. When asked specifically about 
ƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШũċĦťШŸŉШĦŸŰƚŔƚƣĲŰĦǃШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШPSP guidelines, Council stated: 

љÑőĲШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШ]ƖŸƽƣőШ ƖĲċШÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲШÂũċŰШƽċƚШƓƖĲƓċƖĲĬШŔŰШΞΜΝΣШƽőŔũƚƣШƣőĲШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċŰШ
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 
ƨƣőŸƖŔƣǃШыéÂ ьШĬĲƚŔŊŰċƣĲĬШƓƖĲĦŔŰĦƣƚШƽőŔĦőШƽĲШĬŸШŰŸƣШőċƻĲШŔŰШEċƚƣШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬњЮШ14   

This position directly contradicts the gƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚќШŔŰƣĲŰĬĲĬШċƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰШċĦƖŸƚƚШĤŸƣőШůĲƣƖŸƓŸũŔƣċŰШ
and regional growth areas, and undermines the policy basis for delivering integrated and 
strategically aligned structure planning outcomes. While it is true that the Precinct Structure 
Planning Guidelines (2021) post-date 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 regional growth area planning today. 

The 2021 update to the PSP guidelines was specifically intended to expand their application 
beyond metropolitan growth corridors to include regional and peri-urban growth areas, such as 
Paynesville. This is explicitly stated by the Victorian Planning Authority: 

"ìőŔũĲЮƣőĲЮ]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚЮůċŔŰƣċŔŰЮċЮŉŸĦƨƚЮŸŰЮƓƖĲƓċƖŔŰŊЮÂÉÂƚЮŔŰЮ~ĲũĤŸƨƖŰĲѢƚЮŰĲƽЮ
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚеЮÂÉÂƚЮƽŔũũЮċũƚŸЮĤĲЮƓƖĲƓċƖĲĬЮċĦƖŸƚƚЮƖĲŊŔŸŰċũЮéŔĦƣŸƖŔċѢƚЮŊƖŸƽŔŰŊЮĦŔƣŔĲƚЮċŰĬЮ
towns. While a more nuanced approach to the application of the Guidelines in these 
areas is required, the same principles, features and targets should be considered in the 
regional context, particularly where larger growth areas are proposed."15 

 
14 EGSC Council Meeting -Minutes т Tuesday 15 April 2024; p.8     
15 Victorian Planning Authority, Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines, 2021, Part 1, p. 3 
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ÑőĲШ]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚШŔŰĦũƨĬĲШċШƚĲĦƣŔŸŰШƣŔƣũĲĬШљ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰШto the RegionsњЯШƽőŔĦőШƚƣċƣĲƚШƣőċƣШƽőŔũĲШ
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 the PSP 
guidelines are only for metropolitan-scale planning or that they are irrelevant to East 
]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬќƚШŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċƚЮ Further, although the PGASP was first prepared in 2016, the 2023 
version of the Structure Plan and this Amendment (C172egip) post-date the release of the PSP 
guidelines. Clause 11.02-2S 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 guidelines are 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 the Planning and Environment 
Act 1987, which requires planning authorities to consider adopted government policy in 
preparing planning scheme amendments. 

Finally, the assertion that the PSP guidelines apply "strictly" to VPA-led precincts is incorrect. 
The guidelines are written to support all planning authorities in delivering best-practice 
structure planning outcomes. If anything, regional planning authorities have a greater 
responsibility to apply consistent strategic planning frameworks, given the absence of direct 
VPA oversight. Ignoring such guidance risks inconsistent outcomes, fragmented and more 
costly infrastructure delivery, and reduced long-term community benefit. The PSP 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, evidence-based, and strategically coordinated 
growth area planning in regional Victoria.  

Moreover, the proposed amendment fails to align with the Precinct Structure Planning 
Guidelines for Regional Victoria (DELWP, 2021), which provide clear direction on the process 
and sequencing of greenfield development in all regional areas. The regional PSP guidance 
advises that structure planning precede rezoning to ensure decisions are evidence-based, 
integrated, and transparent: 

љThe structure plan must be prepared prior to rezoning land for urban development to 
ensure infrastructure planning, environmental constraints, and community needs are 
fully consideredњ (DELWP, 2021, p. 11) 

In contrast, the proposed amendment applies a Development Plan Overlay (DPO) and rezones 
land to General Residential Zone prior to undertaking the pre-commencement studies that 
underpin detailed structure planning. This defers critical assessmentsуsuch as land 
capability, ecological values, coastal hazard risk, and drainage catchment modelling ƣőċƣќƚ 
closely aligned to the proposed lot, reserve and road layoutуuntil after the land has been 
rezoned. Deferring these critical assessments to the later Development Plan stage undermines 
the ŊƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚќШŸĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲШŸŉШĬĲũŔƻĲƖŔŰŊШŸƖĬĲƖũǃЯШƚƣċŊĲĬЯШċŰĬШclimate resilient, cost-effective 
planning outcomes: 

љRezoning 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 cost-effective mannerЮњ 
(DELWP, 2021, p. 13) 

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

Accordingly, the use of the Development Plan Overlay as a proxy for a Precinct Structure Plan 
(PSP) is inconsistent with both the intent and purpose of the PSP guidelines. It represents a 
backward planning sequence that risks irreversible ecological impacts and places the burden 
of unintended planning outcomes on council and the community, rather than on the proponent 
at the appropriate strategic planning stage. ШĦċƚĲШĦŸƨũĬШċũƚŸШĤĲШůċĬĲШƣőċƣШƚƨĦőШћĤċĦť-to-ŉƖŸŰƣќШ
planning is at odds with objectives 4(a) and (g) of the Planning and Environment Act љto provide 
for the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and development of landѠ ċŰĬЮџto balance 
the present and future interests of all VictoriansдѠ  

Clause 11.03-2S т Growth Areas 
This clause seeks to locate urban growth where it can be efficiently serviced, integrated with 
ƣƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣШċŰĬШŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЯШċŰĬШĬĲũŔƻĲƖШљƚƨƚƣċŔŰċĤŔũŔƣǃШĤĲŰĲŉŔƣƚњШƽőŔũĲШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŰŊШљƻċũƨĲĬШ
ĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШċƖĲċƚЮњШfůƓŸƖƣċŰƣũǃЯШƣőŔƚШĦũċƨƚĲШĲǂƓũŔĦŔƣũǃШƖĲŉĲƖĲŰĦĲƚШƣőĲШPrecinct Structure 
Planning Guidelines (Victorian Planning Authority, 2021) as a relevant policy document and 
directs decision-makers to: 

љdevelop precinct structure plans consistent  with the Precinct Structure Planning 
]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚиЮċƓƓƖŸƻĲĬЮĤǃЮƣőĲЮ~ŔŰŔƚƣĲƖЮŉŸƖЮÂũċŰŰŔŰŊЮњ 

Despite this, the amendment fails to demonstrate sufficient 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 will љŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШƚƨƚƣċŔŰċĤŔũŔƣǃњШŸƖШљĬĲũŔƻĲƖШ
ċĦĦĲƚƚŔĤũĲЯШŔŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬШċŰĬШċĬċƓƣċĤũĲШĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃШŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЯњШċƚШŉƨƖƣőĲƖШĬĲƣċŔũĲĬШŔŰШClauses 
12-02-1S,  13.01-1S and 13.01-2S. 

~ŸƖĲŸƻĲƖЯШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШĦũċŔůШƣőċƣШƣőĲШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШƽŔũũШљƖĲƣċŔŰШƣőĲШƚƓĲĦŔċũШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШ
ÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲњШŔƚШŰŸƣШƚƨƓƓŸƖƣĲĬШĤǃШċŰǃШŰĲŔŊőĤŸƨƖőŸŸĬШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШŸƖШċŰċũǃƚŔƚШŸŉШ
valued landscape features. Instead, the removal of the Significant Landscape Overlay 
(Gippsland Lakes) and deletion of character-based provisions from Clause 11.01-1L-2, further 
ƨŰĬĲƖůŔŰĲƚШƣőĲШĦũċƨƚĲќƚШŔŰƣĲŰƣШƣŸШĬĲũŔƻĲƖШĦŸŰƣĲǂƣ-sensitive growth, particularly in sensitive 
locations such as the ridgetops and north-facing slopes overlooking the coastal interface to 
Lake KingЮШfŰШĬŸŔŰŊШƚŸЯШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲƚШƣőĲШƓŸũŔĦǃќƚШĦŸƖĲШŸĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚШŸŉШŔŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬШ
planning, environmental and landscape protection, and sustainable development. 

Clause 12.01-1S т Protection of Biodiversity 
This clause ƚĲĲťƚШљƣŸШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦĲШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċќƚШĤŔŸĬŔƻĲƖƚŔƣǃЯњШċŰĬШĬŔƖĲĦƣƚШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШ
authorities to strategically plan for the conservation of significant ecological areas. While the 
amendment claims to support this objective by proposing the future transfer and rezoning of 
Lake King foreshore land to the Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ), the actual size 
and location of the PCRZ has been pre-determined (extending from the Lake King waterline to 
the 2.8m contour line)уprior to any detailed biodiversity or coastal hazard vulnerability 
assessment. This approach is inconsistent with following strategy of clause 12.01-1S: 
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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 of critical assessment as a condition of the Development Plan 
Overlay (DPO) and the preparation of a Foreshore Improvement Plan, contradicts ƣőĲШĦũċƨƚĲќƚШ
requirement for early-stage, strategic biodiversity planning: 

Strategically plan  ŉŸƖЮƣőĲЮƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰЮċŰĬЮĦŸŰƚĲƖƻċƣŔŸŰЮŸŉЮéŔĦƣŸƖŔċѢƚЮŔůƓŸƖƣċŰƣЮċƖĲċƚЮŸŉЮ
biodiversity [emphasis added]. 

ThĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƓĲŰĦőċŰƣШŉŸƖШĲŉŉĲĦƣŔƻĲũǃШћplanning in reverseќ is inconsistent with the PSP 
guidelines which explicitly require that land capability and biodiversity constraints be identified 
and addressed before land use zones and infrastructure layouts are finalised. The guidelines 
emphasise that structure plans must be underpinned by an evidence base that includes site-
specific ecological studies, and that unresolved constraintsуsuch as coastal vulnerability or 
ecological significanceуmust inform rather than follow rezoning decisions. The PSP guidelines 
are clear; just as a good architect maps out structural limitations before sketching the layout, 
planners must identify ecological and land capability constraints before finalising zoning and 
ŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮШ§ƣőĲƖƽŔƚĲЯШǃŸƨќƖĲШŉŸƖĦŔŰŊ the design to fit around potential problems you should 
have resolved first. 

Crucially, DEECA has cautioned that biodiversity values should be identified and protected at 
the rezoning stage, not deferred. Proceeding with detailed planning without ecological 
assessments risks inappropriate land use outcomes and the potential loss of significant 
wetland, foreshore and riparian habitatуespecially as the Paynesville Growth Area Structure 
Plan (PGASP) was not informed by any targeted flora or fauna studies or a site-specific coastal 
hazard impact assessment. The disorderly manner in which the PGASP considered biodiversity 
values is made evident in the following examples:  

¶ Poor reserve design  
¶ Siting of drainage assets in environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
¶ The destruction of 0.884ha of Endangered Swamp Scrub habitat (EVC 53_61)  
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Poor Reserve Design 
 
EXAMPLE 1: REMNANT BUSHLAND RESERVE 

 
The proposed 1-hectare tree reserve (shown above in green) currently excludes areas identified 
as Endangered Plains Grassy Woodland (EVC 55), which contain large remnant Gippsland Red-
gums (Eucalyptus tereticornis subsp. mediana), as indicated by the areas circled in red. These 
endangered Red-gum 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 2024уafter the 20ΞΟШћƖĲŉƖĲƚőќШŸŉШƣőĲШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲШ]ƖŸƽƣőШ ƖĲċШ
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 design. Conducting 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 planning. Critically, the boundaries of the 
foreshore reserve were not informed by comprehensive biodiversity data gathered early in the 
structure planning process. 
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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 easement as 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 boundary now  
cuts through what was once contiguous habitat. It would appear no consideration was given to 
potential impacts this excision of land from the future reserve might have on biodiversity and 
long-term viability. This is emblematic of the amendmentќs disorderly approach to biodiversity 
planning, where major zoning decisions are undertaken without any 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 planning process. 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 boundary fails to adequately 
account for dynamic coastal processes, such as shoreline retreat, sea-level rise, and the inland 
migration of wetlandsуall processes vital for maintaining coastal biodiversity. Moreover, the 
proposed siting of public infrastructure within areas vulnerable to these natural ƓƖŸĦĲƚƚĲƚќ 
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 man-made resources and the maintenance of ecological 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 sea-level rise projections. Without explicitly considering 
current ecological conditions, coastal processes, or updated hazard assessments, the 
amendment does not provide adequate setbacks or adaptation buffers. Instead, the habitat 
area above 2.8 m AHD which had the greatest resilience to coastal hazard risks was removed to 
align the reserve with the hazard line boundary. Consequently, this oversight potentially 
compromises the long-term ecological resilience and functionality of the reserve. 

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, site-specific coastal hazard vulnerability assessment 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 planning phase. Specifically, the proposed 
western drainage assets are located in areas containing Endangered Plains Grassy Woodland 
(EVC 55), which supports valuable biodiversity and remnant vegetation. The map below is an 
extract from the Nature Advisory Flora and Fauna Assessment with the proposed western 
stormwater infrastructure overlaid on top (blue line). 
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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 EPBC-ũŔƚƣĲĬШůŔŊƖċƣŸƖǃШĤŔƖĬШƚƓĲĦŔĲƚЯШxċƣőċůќƚШ
Snipe, as well as Estuarine Swamp Scrub (EVC 53) within the Ramsar-fronting 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 sea-level rise.  

 
Consequently, this inadequately informed stormwater 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 and locations for stormwater infrastructure from the outset. In sum, utilising 
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: Near map aerial image taken Jan 8 2023. Note the Swamp Scrub (green crosshatch) 
 

Figure x: Near map aerial image 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 2024.  Photograph 1 
т reproduced from the Nature Advisory Flora & Fauna Assessment Report (2024; p.25) gives a 
visual representation of the EVC before its removal, which is identified as љAquatic Habitat Zone 
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CњШŔŰШƣőĲШƓőŸƣŸŊƖċƓőШċŰĬШthe accompanying report. The potentially unauthorised removal of 
this endangered EVC suggests that Council and planning authorities did not adequately identify 
this ecologically significant habitat at an early planning stage, leading to subsequent 
inconsistencies with Clause 12.01-1S (Protection of biodiversity) and possibly Clause 12.01-2S 
(Native vegetation management). Specifically, a critical flora and fauna assessment was 
neither conducted early enough nor explicitly requested by Council during preliminary structure 
planning.  

Consequently, the proponents proceeded to 
clear the endangered Swamp Scrub, 
presumably without completing the required 
detailed assessment to determine. Early 
ecological assessments are 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 12.01-2S by 
obtaining the necessary vegetation removal 
permit. Such an application would typically 
require referral to the Department of Energy, 
Environment and Climate Action (DEECA) for a 
detailed assessment in accordance with the 

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

In summary, the amendment fails to adequately implement Clause 12.01-1S by: 

¶ deferring critical biodiversity assessments to DPO10,  
¶ failing to integrate contemporary climate science and site-specific coastal hazard 

assessments early in the structure planning,  
¶ overlooking relevant policy guidance provided by DEECA and the Precinct Structure 

Planning Guidelines,  

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

Clause 12.02-1L т Protection of coastal areas 

ÑőŔƚШƓŸũŔĦǃШċŔůƚШƣŸШĲŰƚƨƖĲШƣőċƣШƣőĲƖĲШŔƚШŰŸШŰĲƣШũŸƚƚШƣŸШĤŔŸĬŔƻĲƖƚŔƣǃШċƚШċШƖĲƚƨũƣШŸŉШƣőĲШƖĲůŸƻċũЯШ
ĬĲƚƣƖƨĦƣŔŸŰШŸƖШũŸƓƓŔŰŊШŸŉШŰċƣŔƻĲШƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЮ This objective is achieved by eŰƚƨƖingШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШƣőċƣШ
ŔŰƻŸũƻĲЯШŸƖШƽŔũũШũĲċĬШƣŸЯШƣőĲШƖĲůŸƻċũЯШĬĲƚƣƖƨĦƣŔŸŰШŸƖШũŸƓƓŔŰŊШŸŉШŰċƣŔƻĲШƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЯШċƓƓũǃШƣőĲШƣőƖĲĲр
ƚƣĲƓШċƓƓƖŸċĦőШŔŰШċĦĦŸƖĬċŰĦĲШƽŔƣőШƣőĲ ]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚЮŉŸƖЮƣőĲЮƖĲůŸƻċũеЮĬĲƚƣƖƨĦƣŔŸŰЮŸƖЮũŸƓƓŔŰŊЮŸŉЮ
ŰċƣŔƻĲЮƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰ ы?ĲƓċƖƣůĲŰƣШŸŉШEŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣЯШxċŰĬЯШìċƣĲƖШċŰĬШÂũċŰŰŔŰŊЯШΞΜΝΤь an 
incorporated document under the PPF. The three-step approach is thus not a discretionary 
guideline, and all planning decisions must directly follow the three-step process when 
considering native vegetation related matters in the order outlined belowа 
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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. 

The native vegetation guidelines specify that: 

The strategic 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:  

оЮċũũŸƽƚЮŉŸƖЮŔĬĲŰƣŔŉŔĦċƣŔŸŰЮŸŉЮċƖĲċƚЮŸŉЮőŔŊőĲƖЮƻċũƨĲЮŰċƣŔƻĲЮƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЮċƣЮċЮũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲЮƚĦċũĲЮ 

оЮċũũŸƽƚЮŉŸƖЮŔŰĬŔƖĲĦƣЮċŰĬЮĦƨůƨũċƣŔƻĲЮŔůƓċĦƣƚЮŸŉЮƨƚĲЮŸƖЮĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣЮŸŰЮŰċƣŔƻĲЮƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЮ
to be understood and addressed  

оЮƓƖŸƻŔĬĲƚЮƣőĲЮĤĲƚƣЮŸƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣǃЮƣŸЮċƻŸŔĬЮċŰĬЮůŔŰŔůŔƚĲЮŔůƓċĦƣƚЮŸŰЮŰċƣŔƻĲЮƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЮĤǃЮ
directing use and development away from higher value areas  

оЮůŔŰŔůŔƚĲƚЮƨŰŰĲĦĲƚƚċƖǃЮŸƖЮĦŸůƓũĲǂЮƖĲŊƨũċƣŔŸŰЮĤǃЮĲƚƣċĤũŔƚőŔŰŊЮĦũĲċƖЮĲǂƓĲĦƣċƣŔŸŰƚЮŉŸƖЮ
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 
ĲŰƚƨƖĲЮéŔĦƣŸƖŔċѢƚЮŰċƣŔƻĲЮƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЮŔƚЮƽĲũũЮůċŰċŊĲĬЮċŰĬЮƓƖŸƣĲĦƣĲĬд 

The potentially unauthorised removal of Habitat Zone C (circled in red in the Nature Advisory 
Map shown overleaf) highlights how timely ecological assessments are fundamental to orderly 
and integrated structure planning. Adopting the three-step approach at the strategic planning 
level  is critical to the protection of biodiversity in Victoria, particularly in heavily modified 
landscapes such as the growth area - where remnant native vegetation is often rare and/or 
endangered at the bioregional level. Even degraded endangered habitats or a single large old 
tree in a largely denuded landscape, has relatively high conservation value . Rare and 
endangered EVCќƚШũŔťĲШÉƽċůƓШÉĦƖƨĤШċƖĲШƚƣŔũũШƻċũƨċĤũĲШwhen in poor condition because of their 
very high conservation value when managed appropriately т enabling their degraded elements 
to be restored over time.  

The effective implementation of the three-step approach necessarily begins with obtaining 
survey reports of the existing native vegetation and fauna in any given project area. This 
biodiversity information is critical to evidence -based structure  planning  that appropriately 
identif ies and avoids or minimises direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of use and 
development on significant native vegetation and habitats. As stipulated by the Guidelines for 
the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation (DELWP, 2017), strategic planning  
љprovides the best opportunity to avoid and minimise impacts on native vegetation by directing 
use and development away from higher value areas.њ  

In this instance, a lack of timely flora and fauna survey data ensured the three-step approach 
was not followed at the strategic planning level. Had Council requested or obtained a 
biodiversity report during the pre-commencement phase the PSP process, it is possible an 
alternative pathway to avoid or minimise impacts to Habitat Zone C could have been found.  
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Moreover, it remains unclear whether DEECA (or its predecessor agencies), prior to their 
[ĲĤƖƨċƖǃШΞΜΞΡШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰШƣŸШљŔŰĦũƨĬĲШċШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШŸŉШĤŔŸĬŔƻĲƖƚŔƣǃШƻċũƨĲƚЯњШőċĬШ
previously recommended Council follow ƣőĲШћƣőƖĲĲ-ƚƣĲƓШőŔĲƖċƖĦőǃШċƓƓƖŸċĦőќШĬƨƖŔŰŊШƣőĲШ
preparation of the 2016 and 2023 Structure Plans. If such referral advice was indeed given, and 
subsequently ignored or not followed, then this would indicate a systematic failure by the 
responsible planning authority to strategically plan for the protection of important areas of 
biodiversity.  

In this instance, it also disappointing that the proponents did not disclose the existence of their 
Flora & Fauna Assessment report (completed in Feb 2024) until June 2025 as part of the 
Planning Panel Hearings process. The delay in providing Council with the biodiversity report 
contributed to the unfortunate disorderly planning outcome for Habitat Zone C.  Nonetheless, 
the primary responsibility for orderly and integrated planning rests with the Responsible 
Authority for planning, and it is hoped this incident underscores the significance of obtaining 
and integrating valuable biodiversity information very early on in the PSP process. 

It also remains unclear whether the proponent adhered to Clause 12.01-2S by obtaining the 
necessary vegetation removal permit. In the current context, such an application would 
typically trigger a referral to the Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action 
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(DEECA) for a detailed assessment in accordance with the three-step approach. The Guidelines 
(2017) explicitly require biodiversity offsets to be identified and secured through third-party 
arrangements before native vegetation is cleared and only as a last resort - after all possible 
impact avoidance and minimisation pathways have been exhausted. The guidelines are 
unequivocal that all potential pathways to avoid or minimise impacts must first be considered 
and exhausted, before native vegetation can be cleared and offset.  

Clause 12.02-1S т Protection of the Marine and Coastal 
Environment 
This clause gives policy effect to the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020 and the Marine and 
Coastal Strategy 2022ЯШƽőŔĦőШƣŸŊĲƣőĲƖШċƖƣŔĦƨũċƣĲШċШĦũĲċƖШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШĬŔƖĲĦƣŔƻĲШƣŸШљprotect and 
enhance  the marine and coastal environmentњШяĲůƓőċƚŔƚШċĬĬĲĬѐЮШìőŔũĲШƣőĲƚĲШċƖĲШŰŸŰ-
statutory 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.  

ÑőĲШŔŰĦũƨƚŔŸŰШŸŉШƣőĲШƣĲƖůШљĲŰőċŰĦĲњШƚŔŊŰċũƚШċШƓƖŸċĦƣŔƻĲШƓŸũŔĦǃШŔŰƣĲŰƣ - decision-makers are 
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 have been substantially modified. The clause 
ŉƨƖƣőĲƖШůċŰĬċƣĲƚШƣőĲШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦĲůĲŰƣШŸŉШљŰċƣƨƖċũШŉĲċƣƨƖĲƚЯШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲƚвШċŰĬШ
ƓƨĤũŔĦШƻŔƚƨċũШĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚЯњШƖĲŔŰŉŸƖĦŔŰŊШƣőĲШĲǂƓĲĦƣċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШecological and landscape improvements 
through revegetation and restoration, especially in areas adjoining coastal reserves. The 
ċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШ[ŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲШfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣШManagement Plan (FIMP) implicitly acknowledges 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 must support climate -resilien ce. Restoration efforts need to anticipate future risk 
scenarios у including sea level rise, coastal erosion, and increased storm intensity у and 
should incorporate adaptation measures that support long-term ecological viability , including 
large setbacks from the present foreshore to enable inland habitat migration. In this context, 
ƣőĲШƓŸũŔĦǃШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣШƣŸШљĲŰőċŰĦĲњШůƨƚƣШĤĲШƨŰĬĲƖƚƣŸod not as a static or cosmetic objective, 
but as a forward-looking, resilience-ĤċƚĲĬШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƓƖŔŰĦŔƓũĲШƣőċƣШċũŔŊŰƚШƽŔƣőШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċќƚШ
integrated coastal zone management framework and the precautionary principle embedded in 
state planning policy. The FIMP falls short of this principle 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 extend upslope past the 2.8m AHD contour to include land less 
vulnerable to coastal hazards, and therefore more likely to be climate-resilient beyond 2100.   

The Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ), which is intended to underpin the 
Foreshore Improvement Management Plan (FIMP), 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 integrity of orderly, integrated 
coastal planning, particularly with respect to the timely application of environmental 
protections and land management controls. 
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Premature rezoning with insufficient evidence 
Compounding this issue, the spatial extent of the future PCRZ has already been delineated prior 
to the completion of any ecological or site-specific coastal hazard assessments. As such, the 
proposed zoning boundaries do not appear to be informed by context-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 the Planning Policy Framework, including 
Clauses 12.02-2S and 13.01-2S. ƚШŰŸƣĲĬШĤǃШƣőĲШ~ċƖŔŰĲШċŰĬШ9ŸċƚƣċũШÂŸũŔĦǃќƚШŊƨŔĬŔŰŊШƓƖŔŰĦŔƓũĲШ
ŸŉШћEvidence-based decision-makingЯќШƽőŔĦőШŔƚШĬĲŉŔŰĲĬШunder section 11 of the Marine and 
Coastal Act 2018 as: 

љa 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 and relevant environmental, social and economic understanding, recognising 
that information will often be limitedњ. 

Lack of integrated coastal zone planning 
The PGASP zoning was not informed by detailed biodiversity or site-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 vulnerabilityу
including sea level rise, storm surge exposure, and shoreline processesуand propose 
appropriate mitigation measures.16 However, proceeding with rezoning prior to undertaking 
these critical assessments is inconsistent with the guiding principle of integrated coastal zone 
planning and management, central to the two marine and coastal policy documents cited by 
this clause.17 The principle is defined in Part 2 s8(1)(2) of the Marine and Coastal Act 2018: 

(1) It is a guiding principle for the management of the marine and coastal environment 
that planning and management should be co-ordinated and integrated, as appropriate, 
acrossщ 

(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 to Marine and Coastal Policy (Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2020) 
Marine and Coastal Strategy (Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2022) 
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(2) Planning and management should also take into account long-term and short-term 
environmental, social and economic considerations 

ÑőĲШћrezone first, consider the evidence  laterќШapproach adopted by the amendment in 
relation to the coastal zone and its catchment falls well short of this guiding principle. 
Identifying and mapping significant environmental values and coastal processes, including 
shoreline and habitat retreat as sea levels rise needs to occur early in the strategic planning 
process. The absence of site-specific environmental and topographic (LiDAR) surveys for 
instance, risks overlooking ecologically significant values and coastal processes that may well 
extend beyond the 2.8m AHD foreshore reserve boundary in the long term. Moreover, any 
ecological or hazard mitigation actions identified after rezoning may be constrained by: 

¶ land use zoning decisions already locked in,  
¶ cross-boundary land tenure issues,  
¶ the loss of low-cost, nature-based adaptation options,  
¶ A stormwater management strategy not fully integrated with the water cycle of 

downstream habitats  

ÑőĲШћrezone first, consider the evidence  laterќШapproach adopted by the amendment in 
relation to the coastal zone and its catchment falls well short of this, and all other, guiding 
principles of the Marine & Coastal Act and Policy. Identifying and mapping significant 
environmental values and understanding coastal processes, including shoreline and habitat 
retreat as sea levels rise, needs to occur early in the strategic planning process. Site-specific 
environmental surveys and topographic (LiDAR) informed hydrodynamic and geomorphological 
modelling are the ћgold standardќ for high resolution temporal and spatial analysis of coastal 
hazard risk and environmental impact at the property level. If such high-resolution analysis is 
not feasible or required for strategic planning purposes, then the next best alternative is to 
utilise the latest Probabilistic  Coastal Inundation Assessment datasets for East Gippsland 
(CSIRO, 2024).18 

Using best available coastal hazard assessment data  
Updated international and Victorian guidance now recommend a risk-based approach 
considering probabilistic and higher-end sea-level rise scenarios (IPCC AR6, 2021; Victorian 
Resilient Coast Extended Guideline, 2022). The CSIRO probabilistic inundation layer for East 
Gippsland provides estimates of the likely range (uncertainty) of how high future design storm 
water levels will reach, using numerical simulations of historic extreme water levels with future 
mean sea level projections from the sixth IPCC assessment report (AR6). The flood estimates 
are presented as indicative hazard zones  т appropriate for strategic planning and climate risk 
appraisal. Although based on a probabilistic  static ћĤċƣőƣƨĤќШƖċƣőĲƖШƣőċŰШċШĬǃŰċůŔĦШŔŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰШ
model, the dataset does incorporate a freeboard  allowance for wave setup. Moreover, 
augmented bathtub modelling using relatively high-resolution data may provide an acceptable 

 
18 Refer to Appendix C: Response to Expert Witness Statement of Warwick Bishop т Hydrology and 
Flooding (Amendment C172egip, 2025) for further detail on the CSIRO inundation mapping for the East 
Gippsland Local Government Area (LGA) 
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low-cost alternative approach to dynamic flood modelling in young lake-like estuarine systems 
such as the Gippsland Lakes (Kumbier, et al. 2019).  

By contrast, the amendmentќƚШƨƚĲ of a fixed contour line to denote safe and unsafe areas to 
2100 is exceptionally simplistic. It does not account for the temporal and spatial aspects of 
coastal inundation (e.g. flood duration, wave overtopping, multi-day flood peaks, shoreline 
erosion) nor the inherent uncertainties of future climate impacts across a range of emissions 
scenariosт critical factors for infrastructure resilience and ecological impact in estuarine 
environments. Additionally, no freeboard allowance was applied to the +0.8 m Sea Level Rise to 
account for wave setup, and fails to incorporate event probabilities and unexpected flood 
factors; effectively representing only a single, static 'bathtub' inundation scenario. Thus, the 2.8 
m AHD benchmark adopted by the amendment, and justified by the  expert report without 
reference to the latest available probabilistic  coastal inundation modelling does not effectively 
account for compound hazards, coastal processes that lead to shoreline retreat, or higher-end 
sea-level rise scenarios. This simplistic  and deterministic approach could significantly 
underestimate future risks by a considerable margin, and fails to align with contemporary risk 
assessment methodologies and best practice. 

 Therefore, the amendment cannot be confident that plausible, high emissions sea level rise 
scenarios wonќƣШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲ significant coastal values and impact coastal processes  beyond 
the 2.8 m AHD foreshore reserve boundary over the longer term. Moreover, any ecological or 
hazard mitigation actions identified after rezoning may be constrained by: 

¶ Land use zoning decisions already locked in,  
¶ Cross-boundary land tenure issues,  
¶ The loss of low-cost, nature-based adaptation options,  
¶ A stormwater management strategy not fully integrated with the water cycle of 

downstream habitats  

ÑőŔƚШƚĲƕƨĲŰĦŔŰŊШŉũċƽШƨŰĬĲƖůŔŰĲƚШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШĦƖĲĬŔĤŔũŔƣǃШċŰĬШŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲƚШƣőĲШũŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬШŸŉШ
maladaptive planning outcomes and avoidable environmental degradation in 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 12.02-1S: 

Minimise direct, cumulative and synergistic 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 of consideration of flora and fauna surveys and detailed biodiversity assessments at 
the rezoning stage is of particular concern, given the saltmarsh wetland and coastal 
grasslands are known to support at least eight EPBC-listed migratory species,19 including: 

¶ Red-necked stints 
¶ Sharp-tailed sandpipers 
¶ Red-capped plovers  

 
19 Birdata database records; BirdLife East Gippsland, pers. com. (May 2025)  
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¶ Common greenshanks 
¶ Pacific golden plovers 
¶ Grey plovers 
¶ Pied stilts 
¶ xċƣőċůќƚШƚŰŔƓĲШыċũƚŸШũŔƚƣĲĬШċƚШéƨũŰĲƖċĤũĲШƨŰĬĲƖШƣőĲШEÂ79Ш Ħƣь. 

 
In sum, the sitesќ coastal zone supports: 
¶ at least eight protected migratory species (including a migratory species listed as 

Vulnerable under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(EPBC Act), 

¶ contains 8.334 Ha of Endangered  Estuarine Swamp Scrub (EVC 53_62) and may also 
contain Vulnerable Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh EVC (53_62) EPBC Act-listed with 
further survey effort.20 

¶ the land the adjoins the internationally significant Ramsar-listed wetlands of Point 
Fullarton, and 

¶ 17 EPBC-ũŔƚƣĲĬШxċƣőċůќƚШÉŰŔƓĲШƽĲƖĲШƖĲĦŸƖĬĲĬШŔŰШŢƨƚƣШΞШƣċƖŊĲƣĲĬШƚƨƖƻĲǃƚШŔŰШ ŸƻШΞΜΞΟШ
inside the project area.21 

¶ ċШŰċƣŔŸŰċũũǃШƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣШƓŸƓƨũċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШxċƣőċůќƚШƚŰŔƓĲШŸĦĦƨƖƚШŸŰШƣőĲШċĬŢŸŔŰŔŰŊШƓƖŔƻċƣĲШ
land.22  

In this context, a detailed environmental assessment is essential to determine whether a 
referral under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) is 
required. In accordance with the principles of orderly, efficient, and integrated planning, such 
matters should be resolved prior 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 revisions to the Development Planу
which, under the current process, is unrealistically expected to be finalised and adopted by 
Council as early as 2026.23 Early resolution would also provide greater certainty to landowners, 
developers, and the community, and ensure compliance with national environmental 
obligations from early on in the process. 
 

Inadequate Buffer for Dynamic Coastal Systems 
The amendment also fails to incorporate sufficient setbacks to accommodate coastal 
recession, shoreline retreat, and wetland migrationуcoastal processes that are implicitly  
recognised in Clauses 12.02-1S: 

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

 
20 Nature Advisory Flora & Fauna Assessment (2024); pp.22,29 
21 15 Latham Snipe recorded in targeted surveys in the coastal zone during 14/15 Nov 2023 as noted in 
the Nature Advisory Flora & Fauna Assessment (2024). P.29 
22 ШƓƖŸƓŸƚĲĬШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШŸŰШƣőĲШċĬŢċĦĲŰƣШΝΜЮΤőċШƓƖŸƓĲƖƣǃШŔƚШƚƨĤŢĲĦƣШƣŸШċШљ9ŸŰƣƖŸũũĲĬШ ĦƣŔŸŰњШŸƖĬĲƖШ
under the EPBC Act and currently under review by VCAT Ref: P1514/2023 
23 EGSC 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 time, as shown in the map overleaf. 
The map of projected foreshore inundation from 2040 to 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 of the Lake King coastal zone.  

Without mitigation measures such as sea walls or levees, a projected 20cm sea level rise is 

likely to permanently inundate about 11.63ha or about 51.05% of the proposed 22.79ha future 
Public Conservation Resource Zone (PCRZ). By 2100, over 17ha or 74.76% of the proposed 
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 22haor 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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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 point. Given 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 squeeze. Interestingly, the 
Victorian Coastal Inundation _Future Coasts layer showing the projected extent of a 20cm Sea 
Level Rise (SLR) by 2040 in blue crosshatch protruding 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, given both the LCHA 
(2014) and Vic Inundation datasets (2012) used the same 1m Coastal DEM with a vertical 
accuracy of +/- 10 cm.  

 The overall extent and condition of native habitats and species diversity within the reserve are 
expected to experience a catastrophic decline unless : 

¶ adequate adaptation setbacks are put in place incorporating all suitable gently sloping 
foreshore land to ensure endangered habitats can migrate further upslope as sea levels 
rise.   

¶ costly defensive sea walls are built, and continually raised, to effectively keep rising sea 
levels at bay for ever. This option however will impede natural coastal processes and 
cause worsening erosion to adjacent, unprotected coastal habitats 
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Clause 12.02-2S т Marine and Coastal Crown Land  
This clause gives policy effect to the Marine and Coastal Policy 2020 and the Marine and 
Coastal Strategy 2022ЯШƽőŔĦőШƣŸŊĲƣőĲƖШċƖƣŔĦƨũċƣĲШċШĦũĲċƖШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШĬŔƖĲĦƣŔƻĲШƣŸШљprotect and 
enhance the marine and coastal environment.Ѡ 

 While these are non-statutory 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.  

ÑőĲШŔŰĦũƨƚŔŸŰШŸŉШƣőĲШƣĲƖůШљĲŰőċŰĦĲњШƚŔŊŰċũƚШċШƓƖŸċĦƣŔƻĲШƓŸũŔĦǃШŔŰƣĲŰƣ - decision-makers are 
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 have been substantially modified. The clause 
ŉƨƖƣőĲƖШůċŰĬċƣĲƚШƣőĲШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦĲůĲŰƣШŸŉШљŰċƣƨƖċũШŉĲċƣƨƖĲƚЯШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲƚвШċŰĬШ
ƓƨĤũŔĦШƻŔƚƨċũШĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚЯњШƖĲŔŰŉŸƖĦŔŰŊШƣőĲШĲǂƓĲĦƣċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШecological and landscape improvements 
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 need, has 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 to significant 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 foreshore area 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. DELWP coastal hazard mapping confirm that much of this low-lying landу
comprising unconsolidated Holocene dune and swamp depositsуis 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 preserve more of ƣőĲШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲќƚШƓƨĤũŔĦШŸƓĲŰШƚƓċĦĲШŔŰƣŸШƣőĲШ
future. Instead, it relies on a fixed 2.8m 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, without a wider adaptive buffer, by as early as 2040, around 51% of the 
PCRZ is likely to be permanently inundated by a projected 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 12.02-2S 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 securing alternative inland areas 
for recreation, foreshore access, or ecological restoration. This creates a path dependency 
where future adaptation optionsуsuch as retreat, habitat restoration, or public infrastructure 
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realignmentуare foreclosed by fixed residential boundaries set too close to a dynamic 
shoreline. 

In summary, the amendment does not align with Clause 12.02-2S because: 

¶ It fails to plan for the long-term public use and accessibility of coastal Crown land that 
is highly vulnerable to inundation and erosion; 

¶ It does not provide for adaptive buffers that would support public benefit, safety, or 
ecosystem retreat; 

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

¶ 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 12.03-1S т River and riparian corridors, waterways, 
lakes, wetlands and billabongs 
ÑőŔƚШĦũċƨƚĲШċŔůƚШƣŸШљto protect and enhance waterway systems including river and riparian 
corridors, waterways, lakes, wetlands and billabongsњ. Again, the policy goal here is to improve 
upon lake and wetland values rather than just conserving them in their current condition, 
reinforcing the strategic intent of clauses 12.01-1S and 12.02-1S. Clause 12.03-1S seeks to 
ƓƖŸƣĲĦƣШċŰĬШĲŰőċŰĦĲШéŔĦƣŸƖŔċќƚШƽċƣĲƖƽċǃƚЯШũċťĲƚЯШƽĲƣũċŰĬƚШċŰĬШƖŔƓċƖŔċŰШĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚШċƚШƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣШ
environmental, cultural, and landscape assets. However, these values are increasingly 
threatened by the impacts of climate changeуparticularly sea level rise, increased wetland 
inundation, and shoreline erosion. These coastal hazards will directly compromise the integrity 
ŸŉШxċťĲШuŔŰŊќƚШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲШƓċƖťũċnds, wetland habitats, and surrounding landscape features. 
ìŔƣőŸƨƣШƓƖŸċĦƣŔƻĲШŔŰƣĲƖƻĲŰƣŔŸŰЯШůċŰǃШŸŉШƣőĲШũċťĲќƚШũŸƽ-lying ecological and recreational areasу
most of which lie below 2.8 m AHDуwill be periodically and then permanently inundated as 
sea levels rise, resulting in the loss of both environmental values and public amenity. 
Attempting to restore or enhance foreshore values after these areas have been submerged or 
eroded is neither practical nor consistent with the clauseќs directive to enhance, not merely 
conserve, waterway systems. 

ÑŸШůĲĲƣШƣőĲШĦũċƨƚĲќƚШƓŸũŔĦǃШŸĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚЯШċŰǃШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШƓƖŸƓŸƚċũШŔŰШƓƖŸǂŔůŔƣǃШƣŸШxċťĲШuŔŰŊШ
must demonstrate a long-term, climate-resilient approach to waterway and foreshore 
management. Achieving a balance between public use and the protection of fragile lake-edge 
and wetland habitats demands the reservation of much wider coastal buffers, including land 
well above 2.8m AHD. Such buffers provide space for nature-based adaptation, including 
habitat retreat, bank stabilisation, and the inland migration of riparian vegetation communities. 
?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШљŔŰШƚǃůƓċƣőǃњШƽŔƣőШċĬŢŸŔŰŔŰŊШ9ƖŸƽŰШũċŰĬуparticularly public foreshore 
reservesуmust not undermine the long-term 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 
parklandsуas envisaged under Clause 12.03-1Sуwill become increasingly difficult as low-
lying land is rendered unsafe or permanently inaccessible due to flooding or erosion. The 
strategic objectives to enhance parklands, recreational green spaces, and pedestrian/cycling 
linkages will be fundamentally compromised unless sufficient land is set aside nowуbefore 
rezoning occursуto 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 retreat behind development boundaries. In such a 
scenario, costly protective works may be required merely to retain minimal accessуan 
outcome that is neither environmentally sustainable nor economically defensible. 

Clause 12.05-1S тEnvironmentally sensitive areas 
The amendment appears inconsistent with Clause 12.05-1S, as its key planning response to 
climate risk is speculative and deterministic , and is likely to fall short of adequately protecting  
the environmental and recreational values of the Lake King foreshore area over 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 long-ƣĲƖůШĬĲŊƖċĬċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШƣőĲШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲќƚШĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũШŉƨŰĦƣŔŸŰШċŰĬШƓƨĤũŔĦШ
amenity. This approach undermines the intent of Clause 12.05-1S, which explicitly seeks to 
prevent development that would diminish the environmental conservation or recreational 
values of the Gippsland Lakes and its foreshore.  

Clause 12.05-1L - Environmentally sensitive areas 
The amendment is inconsistent with the objectives and strategies of Clause 12.05-1L, which 
seeks to protect and enhance the environmental, cultural, and aesthetic values of East 
]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬќƚШůŸƚƣШƚĲŰƚŔƣŔƻĲШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲƚЮШÑőĲШƚƨĤŢĲĦƣШũċŰĬШŔŰĦũƨĬĲƚШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲШċƖĲċƚШċŰĬШŰŸƖƣő-
facing slopes that directly interface with Lake Kingуa region clearly identified in the planning 
scheme as having high environmental sensitivity and landscape value, further reinforced by the 
application of the Significant Landscape Overlay (Gippsland Lakes) over this foreshore area.  

However, the amendment facilitates development in advance of comprehensive visual 
landscape, ecological, biophysical, and geomorphological assessments. This pre-empts 
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, including significant 
lakefront vistas, prominent ridgetops and 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 bordering crown land. The long-term 
viability of these areasуparticularly the foreshore reserveуis threatened by inadequate 
consideration of coastal hazard risks, including erosion, inundation, and sea level rise. These 
risks are compounded by the absence of a strategic adaptation buffer above 2.8m AHD to 
foster greater climate resilience, and allow for the inland migration of significant 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 direction to design development 
ƣőċƣШŔƚШƖĲƚƓŸŰƚŔƻĲЯШċĬċƓƣŔƻĲЯШċŰĬШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔƻĲШŸŉШEċƚƣШ]ŔƓƓƚũċŰĬќƚШůŸƚƣШƻċũƨĲĬШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШ
assets. 

Clause 12.05-2S т Landscapes 
The amendment includes a number of provisions that are designed to achieve the policy 
objectives to this clause; which seek to protect and enhance significant landscapes and open 
ƚƓċĦĲƚШƣőċƣШĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣĲШƣŸШƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖЯШŔĬĲŰƣŔƣǃЯШċŰĬШĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũШŉƨŰĦƣŔŸŰЮШThe most 
sensitive landscape within the Paynesville Growth Area (PGA) is without doubt the Lake King 
foreshore, adjoining north-facing slopes and ridgetops which form part of a broader coastal 
landscape that is visually prominent, environmentally sensitive, and integral to the identity of 
the Gippsland Lakes system, which is reflected by Schedule 2 to Clause 42.03 Significant 
Landscape Overlay (Gippsland Lakes) that currently applies on the subject land (see map 
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below). This clause acknowledges the landscape character of the coastal interface to Lake 
King, which is a lake of state significance .  

 
The amendment relies almost exclusively on the proposed DPO10 conditions to achieve 
landscape character, environmental and visual amenity objectives. The DPO10 conditions that 
are most relevant to achieving these landscape-related objectives are: 

Land Use and Township Character  provisions : 

¶ Design guidelines to inform three-dimensional building envelopes to include 
consideration of: 
- Views to and from Lake King through the management of maximum building heights 
from natural ground level. 
- Side boundary setbacks to avoid continuous built  form. 
- Viewing corridors from the road network and public realm, including public open 
space, towards Lake King. 
- Reasonable sharing of views from dwellings to Lake King.  
- Setbacks from sensitive foreshore areas. 
 

¶ Landscape buffers and ћother mechanismsќ for sensitive interfaces with rural land 
¶ Streetscape treatments and landscaping  
¶ Ensure that the subdivision provides appropriate linkage and interface treatments to 

adjoining land. 
 

Foreshore Improv ement and Management Plan  provis ions (apply to all land below 2.8 m 
AHD): 

¶ Vegetated buffers 
¶ Demonstrate how the visual impact of development when viewed from Lake King is 

minimised. 
¶ A coastal hazard vulnerability assessment with recommendations to mitigate any 

identified risks 

Flora and Fauna Assessment  (applies all land) 

¶ To include recommendations in relation to subdivision design and make appropriate 
links to the Foreshore Improvement Management  Plan 

The amendment proposes the use these planning tools to achieve key neighbourhood 
character and visual amenity objectives. Among the most relevant tools, are guidelines relating 
to lot size, three-dimensional building envelopes, and street layout. The amendment also 
ŔŰĦũƨĬĲƚШċШũċŰĬƚĦċƓŔŰŊШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣШыƣƖĲĲШƓũċŰƣŔŰŊьШƣŸШћƚŸŉƣĲŰќШƣőĲШƻŔƚƨċũШŔůƓċĦƣƚШŸŉШŉƨƣƨƖĲШ
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 G3). These guidelines serve to establish the preferred lot size range 
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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 is generally to support higher density 
residential developments wherever feasible. We note that higher density development is less 
ŉĲċƚŔĤũĲШċŰĬШĬĲƚŔƖċĤũĲШŸŰШƣőĲШĦŸċƚƣċũШŉƖŔŰŊĲШŸŉШƣőĲШŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċШĤĲĦċƨƚĲШŔƣШĬŸĲƚШŰŸƣШћƖĲŔŰŉŸƖĦĲШ
ƣőĲШũŸĦċũШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШŸŉШċШƚůċũũШũċťĲƚŔĬĲШƣŸƽŰќбШƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖũǃШċũŸŰŊШƣőĲШƓƖŸůŔŰĲŰƣШƖŔĬŊĲũŔŰĲШċŰĬШ
north-facing slopes overlooking the Lake King foreshore area. This 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 environmental quality and capacity of the land.24 

Larger lots along the ridgelines overlooking Lake King  
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.25 We 
submit that larger lots enhance the effectiveness of three-dimensional building envelopes in 
meeting specific design objectives. In this instance, the preservation of coastal character and 
the reasonable sharing of views. The greater scope for view sharing that larger lots offer was 
recently demonstrated by a residential subdivision in the neighbouring 10.7ha property on the 
ŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċќƚШŰŸƖƣőШĲċƚƣĲƖŰШĤŸƨŰĬċƖǃЮШDuring the compulsory conference in VCAT26, those 
objectors adjacent to the largest lots (1018m2-1688m2) resolved their view sharing dispute by 
negotiating for a decrease in the building envelopes. However, the objectors abutting the 
smaller lots (600 m2-829 m2) 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 screening  
¶ reduced building density. 

We submit that the visually prominent ridgetops and north-facing slopes of the northern growth 
area are unsuitable for 500m2-1000m2  lots.  This is consistent with clause 11.03-4S (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 area. Lot sizes in 
excess of 1000m2  however, have much greater scope to protect visual amenity in both the 
public realm (landscape character) and private realm (view sharing). 
 

Three-dimensional building envelope guidelines 
The Development Plan Overlay requires that landowners / developers prepare the detailed 
design guidelines which will inform the preparation of three-dimensional building envelopes on 

 
24 Amendment C171egip т Explanatory Report, p.5  
25 See Knox City Council Residential Design Guidelines (2019); Moorabool Shire Urban-Design-
Guidelines (2024); and Good Design and the Coast т Issue 3 (2023) 
26Шé9 ÑШƖĲŉЮШŰŸЮШÂΝΠΟΥоΞΜΞΟШ 
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affected lots. The guidance given to drafting the guidelines provided by the DPO pertains to 
consideration (where required) of: 

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

¶ Side boundary setbacks to avoid continuous built form. 
¶ Viewing corridors from the road network and public realm, including public open space, 

towards Lake King.  
¶ Reasonable sharing of views from dwellings to Lake King. 
¶ Setbacks from 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 spaces. This outcome is 
contrary to the strategies of 12.05-1L (Environmentally Sensitive 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 
qualities of coastal, lakeshore and river-frontage 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 referenced on 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 short-term developer interests over long-term 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 800m2-
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 from as 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 Paynesville Road 
and complying with bushfire management requirements.  
 

R7 seeks to preserve both private and 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 bulk from the lake (public amenity) is 
likely to impact residential views to the lake (private visual amenity). 
These two distinct visual amenity objectives are to a large extent, mutually exclusive. 

2. Planting a sufficient number and density of large native trees common to the area, so as 
ƣŸШĲŉŉĲĦƣŔƻĲũǃШƚĦƖĲĲŰШŸƖШћƚŸŉƣĲŰќШƣőĲШƻŔƚƨċũШĤƨũťШŸŉШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШŉƖŸůШxċťĲШuŔŰŊ, has the 
potential to increase bushfire risk.  

Again, these two objectives are not complimentary, since native trees can potentially become a 
significant fire hazard. Resolving these contradictory policy goals without sacrificing the ћƣƖĲĲШ
lined and vegetated coastal characterќ of Paynesville requires less emphasis on landscaping to 
do the ћheavy liftingќ with regards to protecting visual landscape amenity. A greater density of 
native trees can be more safely achieved if minimum lot sizes are increased along the ridgetops 
overlooking Lake King. Larger and fewer lots along the prominent ridgetops would reduce 
housing density in the PGAќƚ most visually sensitive landscape, ensure building envelopes have 
the space they need to be more effective. 
 

Street layout 

Another Structure Plan (p.19) guideline (G1) seeks to design street networks that maximise 
љũŸŰŊШĬŔƚƣċŰĦĲШƻŔĲƽƚШto ƣőĲШƽċƣĲƖњШĤƨƣШŰŸƣШfrom the water. This guideline 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 with clause 
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 Lake King recognised as one of the most prominent water features in this landscape.27 We 
fear that the proponent derived visual amenity provisions (i.e., building envelopes and 
vegetated screening) and the uniform application of GRZ3 is unlikely to be effective at achieving 
key neighbourhood / township character and visual amenity objectives. We 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 effectively and transparently into the DPO.  

In this respect, a Neighbourhood Residential Zone that specified minimum lot sizes along with 
an expanded foreshore reserve along the north-facing slopes would provide a more robust 
ůĲĦőċŰŔƚůШƣŸШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќƚШĦŸċƚƣċũШƣŸƽŰШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖЯШƻŔƚƨċũШċůĲŰŔƣǃЯШċŰĬШƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣШ
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 a Landscape Impact Assessment as part of DPO10 
Significantly, the DPO conditions do not require land owners / developers  to 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 the sensitive coastal landscape. The landscape assessment results would 
provide a more objective evidence-base on which to make coastal planning decisions, 
particularly in relation to zoning, foreshore buffers, minimum lot size, street layouts, 
landscaping and building envelope guidelines. We 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 15.01-5S 
(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: 

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

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

иthey may be used to manage areas of consistent character [and] sensitive 
environmental locations such as along the coast.28 
 

We believe that that establishing minimum mandatory set back and maximum height 
provisions, guided by a robust and comprehensive Visual Impact Assessment provides a more 
transparent, evidence-based approach, to achieving important landscape and character 
objectives.29 At present, the amendment has not adequately demonstrated its visual landscape 
provisions are sufficient to effectively preserve the visual landscape qualities and ecological 
functioning of this significant landscape.  

As noted previously, the amendment facilitates development without well-defined  and critical 
planning inputs, including: 

¶ a comprehensive Visual Impact  Assessment  to guide and inform zoning and overlay 
decision making,  

¶ the establishment of adequate coastal buffers based on a comprehensive coastal 
hazard risk assessment ; and 

¶ a Coastal Adaptation Plan  that effectively responds to long-term coastal hazards and 
supports community resilience. 

A Visual Impact Assessment is need for land from which the SLO2 is being 
removed 
The absence of these planning measures undermines the amendment's ability to manage 
environmental risks effectively, efficiently and sustainably. Orderly planning that intends to 
achieve specific visual amenity objectives, should be informed by appropriate technical 
studies, of which a visual impact assessment is but one. However, integrating the results of a 
detailed visual assessment with other key planning inputs, notably the Foreshore Improvement 
Management Plan will more likely љŔůƓƖŸƻĲШƣőĲШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲШƕƨċũŔƣŔĲƚњШŸƖШĲŰőċŰĦĲШƣőĲШ
environmental performance of the foreshore and adjacent public open space. Moreover, the 
DPO10 provision for the FIMP to љĬemonstrate how the visual impact of development when 
viewed from Lake King is minimisedњШƚőŸƨũĬШbe extended to include all the land from which the 
SLO2 is being removed. This would ensure thar at least some of SLO objectives to protect the 
coastal character of the Gippsland Lakes might be retained, and more importantly, some 
measure of visual analysis and evidence can inform the design of the lots, roads and street 
scape in the sensitive coastal zone.  

 
28 Planning Practice Note 23 | Applying the Incorporated Plan and Development Plan Overlays (2022), 
p.55 
29 Planning Practice Note 23 | Applying the Incorporated Plan and Development Plan Overlays (2022), 
p.55 
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Evidence-based approach to protecting significant landscape amenity and 
coastal values 
Without such a study, we face the uncertainty that future development will visually and 
physically encroach on a landscape recognised for its aesthetic value and ecological 
sensitivity. The failure to proactively designate sufficient land above 2.8m 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 Clause 12.05-2S. 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 detract 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 2.8m AHD for these purposes, or making provisions for a 
Visual Landscape Assessment for the SLO2 area, planning decisions may conflict with the 
directive to protect and enhance important natural features and ensure development does not 
detract from the environmental and visual qualities of the landscape, as outlined in Clause 
12.05-2S. This shortfall could lead to both a despoiled coastal landscape facing increased 
vulnerability to coastal hazards and a diminished capacity for ecosystems and communities to 
adapt to climate change impacts. 

Moreover, the 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 
doeƚШŰŸƣШљŔůƓƖŸƻĲШƣőĲШũċŰĬƚĦċƓĲШƕƨċũŔƣŔĲƚњШŸƖШĲŰőċŰĦĲШƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШƓĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲШŸŉШƣőĲШ
foreshore and adjacent public open space. Instead, it allows for potential development that will 
visually and physically encroach on a landscape recognised for its aesthetic value and 
ecological sensitivity.  

The failure to proactively designate sufficient land above 2.8m 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 Clause 12.05-2S. 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 detract 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 2.8m AHD for these purposes, planning decisions may 
conflict with the directive to protect and enhance important natural features and ensure 
development does not detract from the environmental and visual qualities of the landscape, as 
outlined in Clause 12.05-2S. 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 13.01-1S т Climate Change Impacts 
The conceptualisation and assessment of coastal inundation and erosion risks is central to 
achieving the objectives of Clause 13.01-1S within the Victorian Planning Policy Framework. 
Clause 13.01-1S explicitly requires planning authorities to identify, avoid, and mitigate natural 
hazard risks to communities, infrastructure, and ecosystems through robust risk-based 
planning practices.  Proper conceptualisation of risk involves thoroughly understanding the 
interaction between climatic processesуsuch as sea-level rise, storm tides, extreme weather 
eventsуand the geomorphological features of coastal areas. This includes identifying critical 
thresholds where natural coastal buffers, such as fringing 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 AHD exclusion does not adequately identify 
nor address all these individual, overlapping and concurrent or compound risk factors, 
including the low-probability/high-impact events and emerging threats such accelerating 
Antarctic ice sheet disintegration associated with the highest emissions scenarios. 

By the expertќs own admission, the 2.8 m line was not devised on the basis of a structured, 
comprehensive, and dynamic  risk assessment , but rather on a simple, single mathematical  
calculation  based on limited evidence (2 m peak flood level + 0.8 m SLR). The 2.8 m line does 
not explicitly assess, quantify nor plan for the full  coastal risk spectrum у from minor to rare 
and catastrophic events. According to ISO 31000:2018 risk assessment hierarchy, risk is 
defined as the љĲŉŉĲĦƣШŸŉШƨŰĦĲƖƣċŔŰƣǃШŸn objectivesњЮШThe standard encourages planners to 
identify and evaluate all relevant risksуnot just the most frequent or most obviousуacross the 
continuum of probability and severity.  Best practice dynamic risk assessments model 
thousands of possible future outcomes using advanced stochastic analysis and then present 
this data in easy to comprehend maps, showing inundation extent as variable range rather than 
a single, deterministic value  (see example below): 

 
The fixed contour line strategy cannot respond flexibly and proportionately to all potential risks 
as it does not involve an assessment of the likelihood or frequency or probability of occurrence 
of all those dynamic coastal processes listed above. The fixed line approach to risk 
management also ignores the magnitude of risks  or the severity of consequences, from minor 
to major events. It also involves no consideration of timing & duration т Whether the effects are 



73 
 

short-term and predictable or long-term and extended. Finally, the 2.8 m contour does not 
address compound or cascading effects тthose multiple risks occurring simultaneously or 
sequentially, amplifying impacts, such as major floods and 1% AEP storm events occurring at 
the same time. 

A holistic approach ensures no area is overlookedуfrom the imminent to the unforeseen and 
addresses future uncertainties such as accelerating rates of shoreline erosion as sea levels rise 
or the possibility of a 1:500 year flood event occurring 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 the Victorian Marine and 
Coastal Policyуparticularly 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 development may 
exacerbate risk or where 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 in a range of maladaptive planning outcomes, including: 

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

¶ Poorly located developments , exacerbating coastal squeezeуwhere natural habitats 
are trapped between rising seas and fixed infrastructure. 

¶ Irreversible loss of environmental values , including critical wetlands and biodiversity 
areas. 

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

Critically, comprehensive hazard assessments directly support the effective implementation of 
Clause 13.01-1S 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 precautionary planning responses, ensuring that: 

¶ Low-probability but high-impact future scenariosуsuch as recent CSIRO projections 
indicating plausible sea-level rise of over 3 meters by 2140уare explicitly 
acknowledged and addressed.  

¶ 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 assessment of climate risks are fundamental to 
strategic planning, not only to achieve the objectives of Clause 13.01-1S, but also to foster 
more resilient and sustainable coastal communities capable of adapting effectively and more 
efficiently to evolving climatic conditions. 

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

¶ 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.  

¶ Specifically, the risk assessment underpinning the amendment narrowly considers 
hazards only in terms of their direct impacts on only 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 amenity, and landscape 
integrity.  

¶ The amendment entirely disregards low-confidence yet high-consequence scenarios, 
such as those involving sea-level rise exceeding the nominal 0.8 m by 2100. Recent 
ƚĦŔĲŰƣŔŉŔĦШċŰċũǃƚĲƚЯШŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊШ9ÉfÅ§ќƚШőŔŊő-end projections, indicate plausible 
scenarios involving rapid Antarctic ice sheet disintegration that could produce sea-level 
rise exceeding three metres by as early as 2140, whichуdespite lower probabilityу
carry catastrophic consequences.30 The omission of such scenarios reflects a serious 
methodological gap, undermining a truly risk-based and precautionary approach to 
coastal hazard management. 

~ŸƖĲŸƻĲƖЯШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƖĲũŔċŰĦĲШŸŰШċШƚŔůƓũŔƚƣŔĦШƚƣċƣŔĦШĤĲŰĦőůċƖťуa single contour line at 
2.8 m AHDуhighlights another major shortcoming. This contour was chosen by adding an 
allowance of 0.8 m for projected sea-level rise by 2100 to a modelled 1% Annual Exceedance 
Probability (AEP) peak flood level of 2.0 m AHD,31 without adequately considering dynamic 
coastal processes, underlying geology or changing storm characteristics. Research by McInnes 
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. 32   

Contemporary best-practice coastal planning strategies emphasise flexible, adaptive 
approaches firmly grounded in the precautionary principle and ecosystem-based adaptation. 33 
Such strategies include proactive managed habitat retreat, generous coastal setbacks, 
adaptive spatial planning, and nature-based defences (e.g., wetlands and swamp scrub). 
According to recent CSIRO research, effectively mitigating long-term 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 sea-level rise. 
Nature, 531(7596), 591т597. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature17145 
31 Grayson, R. (2004). Gippsland Lakes Flood Level Modelling Project: Final Report. Centre for 
Environmental Applied Hydrology, University of Melbourne. 
32 ~ĦfŰŰĲƚЯШuЮШxЮЯШ9őƨƖĦőЯШsЮЯШ~ŸŰƚĲũĲƚċŰЯШ?ЮЯШcƨŰƣĲƖЯШsЮШÅЮЯШ§ќ]ƖċĬǃЯШsЮШ]ЮЯШcċŔŊőЯШfЮШ?ЮЯШѼШüőċŰŊЯШñЮШыΞΜΝΡьЮШ
Sea-level rise projections for Australia: Information for impact and adaptation planning. Australian 
Meteorological and Oceanographic Journal, 65(1), 127т149. https://doi.org/10.22499/2.6501.009 
33 Morris, R. L., Boxshall, A., & Swearer, S. E. (2020). Climate-resilient coasts require diverse, flexible, and 
adaptive nature-based solutions. One Earth, 2(4), 320т323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.04.006 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature17145
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uncertainties, rather than relying on static lines or fixed hazard extents that are not informed by 
local conditions, especially geomorphology and coastal habitat values. 34  

Managed habitat 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 13.01-1S and 13.01-2S. In sharp contrast, the simplistic and uniform 2.8 m AHD 
contour exclusion zone adopted by the amendment is fundamentally incompatible with these 
contemporary planning principles, particularly those emphasizing dynamic (stochastic) risk 
assessment and adaptive management.35  

Avoiding coastal squeeze -the case for wider coastal buffers 
Effective coastal planning also requires sufficiently 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, suffer from coastal 
squeezeуwhere vital habitats such as wetlands, saltmarshes, and fringing reedbeds are lost 
entirely.36  

Little consideration appears to have been given to the long-term fate of the sensitive foreshore 
area once coastal inundation and increasingly frequent and intense storms exceed the 2.8m 
AHD contour level. Beyond 2100, projections of sea-level rise become increasingly uncertain 
and potentially severe, especially when considering low-probability but high-impact processes 
such as marine ice sheet instability (MISI) and marine ice cliff instability (MICI).37 These 
mechanisms, associated with the potential rapid collapse of parts of the Antarctic ice sheet, 
could significantly amplify global sea-level rise.38 

ÑőĲШћĲĦŸƚǃƚƣĲů-ĤċƚĲĬШċƓƓƖŸċĦőќШƣŸШĦŸċƚƣċũШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШurges decision-makers to avoid both 
direct and incremental impacts, work with natural processes and build resilience to climate 
change wherever possible. fŰШƣőĲШĦŸŰƣĲǂƣШŸŉШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШundeveloped foreshore zone, 
resilience and working with natural processes requires an adequate understanding of coastal 
inundation, storm/tide surge and shoreline retreat as sea levels rise. Moreover, evidence-based 
decision making begins by recognising the limitations of the existing evidence base,39 and 
undertaking the necessary background studies of local conditions and constraints. In the 
current context, this should include a detailed mapping of the foreshore zonesќ topography, 
bathymetry, geology and soils to ensure coastal planning is ĤċƚĲĬШŸŰШƣőĲШћĤĲƚƣШċƻċŔũċĤũĲШċŰĬШ

 
34 ~ĦfŰŰĲƚЯШuЮШxЮЯШ9őƨƖĦőЯШsЮЯШ~ŸŰƚĲũĲƚċŰЯШ?ЮЯШcƨŰƣĲƖЯШsЮШÅЮЯШ§ќ]ƖċĬǃЯШsЮШ]ЮЯШcċŔŊőЯШfЮШ?ЮЯШѼШüőċŰŊЯШñЮШыΞΜΝΡьЮШ
Sea-level rise projections for Australia: Information for impact and adaptation planning. Australian 
Meteorological and Oceanographic Journal, 65(1), 127т149. https://doi.org/10.22499/2.6501.009 
35 For best practice example refer to McInnes, K.L. et al. (2022) Port Phillip Bay Coastal Hazard 
Assessment. Report to Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 
36 Leo, 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 habitats. Ocean & Coastal 
Management, 175, 180т190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.03.019 
37 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). (2021). Climate Change 2021: The Physical 
Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Sixth Assessment Report. Cambridge University 
Press. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/  
38 DeConto, R. M., & Pollard, D. (2016). Contribution of Antarctica to past and future sea-level rise. 
Nature, 531(7596), 591т597. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature17145 
39 see discussion of the limitations of the Water Technology (2014) hazard assessment in Appendix A  

https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature17145
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ƖĲũĲƻċŰƣќ local environmental information. fƣќƚШƨŰĦũĲċƖШőŸƽШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣШĦċŰШůĲĲƣШƣőĲШ
requirements of clause 13.01-1S, 12.01-2S and PPN53 without considering the results of a 
geotechnical investigation, flora & fauna assessment, and updated coastal hazard modelling 
based on local conditions  prior to rezoning decisions being locked in.  

Taking a more risk-averse, conservative planning approach 
Recent CSIRO assessments and other high-end studies indicate sea-level 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).40 These alarming 
projections underscore the importance of incorporating a wide range of potential outcomes 
into coastal planning and risk assessments. Such 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 catastrophic risk potential for 
coastal communities and infrastructure.41 While such high-risk scenarios are considered low 
probability, their high impact necessitates a precautionary approach to coastal development 
and infrastructure planning.42 Clause 13.01-ΝÉќƚШĬŔƖĲĦƣŔƻĲШƣŸШĬĲƚŔŊŰШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШƣŸШůŔŰŔůŔƚĲШ
environmental harm and cannot be satisfied without establishing far wider, more conservative 
and risk-averse coastal setbacks or buffers- an element that is clearly absent from the current 
amendment.43  

The planning proposal compounds these problems adopting the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local 
Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA) as the definitive risk assessment for the site, thereby 
significantly undermining risk-based 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 potential for underestimation of risks.44 Addressing these gaps 
through enhanced stochastic 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 to a more accurate and scientifically robust 
coastal hazard assessment, ultimately supporting 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). Ice sheet tipping points and sea-level 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. (2022). A high-end 
estimate of sea-level 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. (n.d.). Future sea level changes. CSIRO Sea Level, Waves and Coastal Extremes. Retrieved June 
2, 2025, from https://research.csiro.au/slrwavescoast/sea -level/future-sea-level-changes/  
42 Hansen, J., Sato, M., Hearty, P., Ruedy, R., Kelley, M., Masson-Delmotte, 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 dangerous. Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 16(6), 
3761-3812. 
43 ibid 
44 Refer to Appendix A: Review of the 2014 Gippsland Lakes Local Coastal Hazard Assessment (LCHA) 

https://www.pacificmet.net/sites/default/files/inline-files/documents/PICOF%2016%20_Session%204_%20Sea%20level%20tipping%20points_CSIRO_0.pdf
https://www.pacificmet.net/sites/default/files/inline-files/documents/PICOF%2016%20_Session%204_%20Sea%20level%20tipping%20points_CSIRO_0.pdf
https://www.wcrp-climate.org/news/science-highlights/1955-new-sea-level-projections-2022
https://research.csiro.au/slrwavescoast/sea-level/future-sea-level-changes/
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coastal risk factors including sea-level rise and storm surge.45 Outdated hazard data and 
modelling results in maladaptationуpoorly informed decisions that inadequately address 
evolving hazardsуdirectly contravening the objectives of Clause 13.01-1S.46 

Disorderly coastal planning 
Finally, the disorderly approach of rezoning land first and then conducting detailed hazard 
studies afterward- fundamentally contradicts the strategic intent of Clause 13.01-1S, 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 hazard risks. Comprehensive, strategic hazard assessments 
must precede rezoning decisions to ensure long-term safety and resilience, as supported by 
national adaptation policy frameworks.47 Thus, the current amendment's planning process is 
demonstrably inconsistent with established national best practice and the explicit directions of 
Clause 13.01-1S 

Clause 13.01-2S Coastal Inundation and Erosion 
ÑőĲШÂ] ÉÂќƚШƖĲũŔċŰĦĲШŸŰШƣőĲШΞЮΥm AHD exclusion zone is not supported 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 2.8m AHD contour 
closely abuts the projected 2100 sea level rise and storm-tide surge extent projections for the 
Gippsland Lakes region, displaying an elevated 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 uncertainty. The minimal safety margin 
is visually well captured by the map overleaf, showing how little PCRZ is left when the Victorian 
Coastal Inundation layers for the  projected 82cm SLR and Storm/ tide scenario for 2100 is 
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  extreme weather 
events, erosion rates and sea level rise conditions over time. 
 

To ensure climate-resilient and ecologically responsible land-use planning, the structure plan 
should apply wider setbacks that include the full extent of low-lying land adjacent to the 
foreshore ƣőċƣќƚ particularly suitable for habitat retreat and some of the elevated slopes. The 
setbacks would help define the coastal buffer zone- an area set aside as a safeguard or an  
ћinsurance policyќ against model underestimation, and facilitate the inland migration of coastal 

 
45 McInnes, 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 extremes. Climatic Change, 139(1), 69т83. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-016-1647-8 
46 ibid 
47 Kellett, J., Balston, J., & Western, M. (2015). A local government framework for coastal risk assessment 
in Australia. National Climate Change Adaptation Research Facility (NCCARF). Retrieved from 
https://coastadapt.com.au  

https://coastadapt.com.au/
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ecosystems such as saltmarsh, reed beds, and other fringing vegetation communities, as sea 
levels rise and the shoreline retreats further inland.48 

Nature-based approach to hazard mitigation 
Static exclusion lines based on simplistic modelling assumptions do not offer the flexibility 
required to accommodate coastal processes and are an inadequate substitute for adaptive 
frameworks that integrate nature-based solutions like foreshore restoration and managed 
habitat retreat. These adaptation strategies are increasingly recognised as low-cost, long-term 
methods of hazard mitigation and biodiversity protection49. 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 nature-based adaptation approaches, often referred to as ћŰċƣƨƖĲ-based coastal 
ĬĲŉĲŰĦĲќ or ћũŔƻŔŰŊШƚőŸƖĲũŔŰĲƚќ, need to be wide setbacks to buffer human settlements from 
coastal processes while delivering co-benefits such as biodiversity conservation, carbon 
sequestration, and recreational amenity well beyond this century. Unlike engineered hard 

 
48 Doerr, V. A. J., McGinness, H. M., & Doerr, E. D. (2018). Managing natural systems for adaptation: A 
synoptic overview and recommendations. Climate Risk Management, 19, 1т18. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crm.2017.12.001 
49 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 change. Nature, 504(7478), 79т83. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12859 
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structures (e.g. sea walls, levees), nature-based defences are dynamic systems that evolve 
over time, allowing for the natural migration of ecosystems inland in response to sea-level rise.  

In the context of the Lake King foreshore, the use of nature-based methods offers a particularly 
valuable opportunity. The area includes a mosaic of sensitive coastal habitatsуsuch as 
saltmarsh, scattered remnant trees, and fringing reedbedsуthat can serve as natural buffers 
against storm tides and shoreline erosion if allowed to expand landward. The extension and 
creation of new wetlands within the Lake King foreshore reserve will be critical, as coastal 
wetland habitats are progressively lost to sea levels rise, and the foreshore recedes further 
inland. However, to enable these functions, adequate setbacks  must be secured now, before 
new development is locked in place through rezoning. Failure to reserve sufficient space for 
őċĤŔƣċƣШůŔŊƖċƣŔŸŰШƽŔũũШƖĲƚƨũƣШŔŰШћĦŸċƚƣċũШƚƕƨĲĲǍĲќЯШƽőĲƖĲШŰċƣƨƖċũШĲĦŸƚǃƚƣĲůƚШċƖĲШƣƖċƓƓĲĬШ
between rising waters and hard development edges, leading to their progressive loss. 

Incorporating a nature-based approach into the Paynesville Growth Area Structure Planуand 
securing sufficient foreshore setbacks as part of the rezoning processуis therefore a 
ƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĦċũũǃШƚŸƨŰĬЯШĲĦŸŰŸůŔĦċũũǃШĲŉŉŔĦŔĲŰƣЯШċŰĬШĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũũǃШƖĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣШƖĲƚƓŸŰƚĲШƣŸШƣőĲШċƖĲċќƚШ
long-term coastal hazard exposure. It also aligns with Clause 13.01-2S (Coastal Inundation and 
Erosion) and PPN53 (Managing Coastal Hazards and the Coastal Impacts of Climate Change), 
which explicitly call for the use of natural defences in preference to built-structures wherever 
possible. 

Notably, the early implementation of multi -step, hierarchy approaches is mirrored in the 
Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation (Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2017), an incorporated policy document in the 
planning scheme. As noted by DEECA in their referral advice to the amendment:  

љThe three-step 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-
quality native vegetation and biodiversity values should be identified at the strategic 
planning stage, considered for retention and incorporated into the plans.њ 

Recommendations for Integrated, Adaptive Coastal Planning 
In the absence of detailed, high-resolution LiDAR mapping and stochastic scenario analysis to 
produce more accurate and detailed hydrodynamic modelling of coastal inundation risk, large 
coastal setbacks are warranted. If the detailed investigations indicate smaller setbacks are 
sufficient, then its far easier to reduce setbacks than enlarge them once rezoned and 
encumbered by development assets. We submit that given the significant uncertainties around 
the adequacy of the 2.8m AHD line, all  relatively fat,  low-lying land  adjacent to Lake King 
should be reserved to properly assess its biodiversity and hazard mitigation value. Importantly, 
this land often extends well beyond the 2.8m AHD contour. This relatively flat land, comprised 
of unstable geology on erodible soils, forms part of the low-lying coastal zone.  

This land is ideally suited for habitat retreat as sea levels rise, providing valuable habitats for 
hazard risk reduction, open space for recreation, and enhancing biodiversity values. Increasing 
foreshore setbacks past the 2.8m AHD contour in places to include less hazard prone land, 
presents a number of strategic opportunit ies.  Firstly, greater setbacks support a coastal 
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landscape with reduced flood risk. Secondly, they facilitate more resilient and biodiverse 
environmental assets along the Lake King foreshore. Finally, wider foreshore setbacks can 
ensure a continuous walking and cycling link from Paynesville to Eagle Point beyond 2100. 
Given the Planning Policy Framework directs planners to plan for sustainable coastal 
development, taking a long-ƣĲƖůШƻŔĲƽШŸŉШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũШŔůƓċĦƣƚШŸŰ public open 
space, landscape values and the coastal environment, is necessary if we expect coastal 
habitats and settlements to continue to exist well beyond 2100.  

Clause 13.04-2S т Erosion and Landslip: 
Policy:  ÑőŔƚШĦũċƨƚĲШƚĲĲťƚШƣŸШљTo protect areas prone to erosion, landslip or other land 
degradation processes.њШÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĲƚШƖĲũĲƻċŰƣШƣŸШƣőŔƚШĦũċƨƚĲШŔŰĦũƨĬĲа 

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 to erosion. 

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 mapping,50 there is potential for the areas soil types to be prone to both 
tunnel and wave action erosion that could impact the wetlands, the Gippsland Lakes, future 
infrastructure and owners of property along the slopes.  

Planning Implications of unstable geology and erosive soils 
The proposed development area, comprising Haunted Hills Formation (Nlh)  overlain by Brown 
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 saline 
intrusion. Brown Sodosols possess a dispersive, sodic B horizon that, when wet, is prone to 
structural collapse and tunnel erosion.51 When coupled with the variably sorted and weakly 
consolidated sand, silt, and gravel, with oxidised, patchy ironstone layers, these soils pose 
moderate to high geotechnical 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 wave-induced saturation (Isbell & National Committee on 
Soil and Terrain, 2016; McKenzie et al., 2004). They compromise stormwater management, 
foundation stability, and increase sedimentation risks to receiving waters such as Lake King. 
The presence of such sodic profiles typically triggers the need for early land capability 
assessmentsуparticularly where development may alter surface hydrology, compact soils, or 

 
50 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 plants. Agronomy Journal, 
94(5), 1040т1047. https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2002.1040 

https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj2002.1040
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increase impermeable surfaces.52 It is unclear if geotechnical studies have informed the zoning, 
which would align more closely with best practice planning, the objectives of Clause 13.04-2S 
(Erosion and landslip), and the early intervention approach articulated in the Precinct Structure 
Planning Guidelines (VPA, 2021) 

Projected climate change impactsуparticularly rising sea levels, intensifying storm surges, and 
increasing rainfall intensityуŉƨƖƣőĲƖШĲũĲƻċƣĲШƣőĲШċƖĲċќƚШĲƖŸƚŔŸŰШƻƨũŰĲƖċĤŔũŔƣǃЮШ9ŸċƚƣċũШŔŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰШ
and periodic saturation reduce soil cohesion and elevate groundwater levels, increasing the 
frequency of erosive events and the likelihood of long-term instability (CSIRO & BOM, 2022). In 
the absence of engineered stabilisation or robust vegetative buffers, the cumulative effect of 
these pressures renders the subject land geotechnically unsuitable for urban development or 
permanent infrastructure. The Planning Policy Framework, particularly Clauses 13.01-1S 
(Natural Hazards and Climate Change) and 13.04-2S (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 

The area proposed for a new connector road to the main Foreshore Road is underlain by Qa1 
alluvial floodplain depositsуgeologically recent, unconsolidated sediments comprising clay, 

 
52 McKenzie, N., Jacquier, D., Isbell, R., & Brown, K. (2004). Australian soils and landscapes: An illustrated 
compendium. CSIRO Publishing. 
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silt, sand, and gravel.53 These soils are typically low-lying, poorly drained, and exhibit low 
bearing capacity and high compressibility, making them geotechnically unsuitable for 
conventional road foundations without costly mitigation.54 Their susceptibility to seasonal 
inundation and long-term instability is compounded under projected climate change scenarios, 
which forecast increased rainfall intensity and flood recurrence.55 Locating permanent road 
infrastructure on such terrain contravenes Clause 13.03-1S (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, the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines urge early 
identification and resolution of land capability constraintsуsuch as unstable floodplain soilsу
prior to zoning and infrastructure layout decisions.56 Proceeding with the road alignment 
without adequate geotechnical and hydrological assessment risks embedding path-dependent, 
maladaptive infrastructure that will be expensive to maintain and vulnerable to future climate-
induced flood hazards57. 

Erosion risks not adequately considered prior to zoning 
Despite the location, underlying geology and soils, no appropriate survey data that includes 
complete contours and drainage paths, not just in the immediate project disturbance area, but 
areas surrounding the proposed development site, have 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 inforůĲĬШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШǍŸŰŔŰŊЯШ
particularly in determining the suitability of the 2.8m AHD contour line in response to coastal 
inundation and erosion hazards. 

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 assessment. In summary, the 
presence of Haunted Hills (Nlh) and Quaternary Alluvium (Qa1) deposits, compounded by sodic 
subsoils, further amplifies the need for a more precautionary planning approach that 
incorporates updated science, adaptive buffers, and land capability assessments at the 
rezoning stage. The current amendment does not adequately meet these requirements and 
therefore risks contravening key PPF clauses including 13.01-2S, 12.02-1S, and 13.04-2S. 

 
53 Geological Survey of Victoria. (2016). 1:250,000 Map Series ш Lakes Entrance (SJ55-04). 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 Engineering, 137(6), 573т582. 

55 CSIRO. (2022). State of the Climate 2022. Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation and Bureau of Meteorology. 

56 Victorian Planning Authority (VPA). (2021). Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines 2.0. Victorian State 
Government. 

57 Bates, B. C., Kundzewicz, Z. W., Wu, S., & Palutikof, J. P. (Eds.). (2008). Climate Change and Water 
(Technical Paper of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). IPCC Secretariat. 
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Clause 19.02-6s Open Space 
Clause 19.02-6s ĬŔƖĲĦƣƚШƓũċŰŰĲƖƚШƣŸШљĬevelop open space to maintain wildlife corridors and 
greenhouse sinksњШċŰĬШƣŸШљĲnsure that urban open space provides opportunities for nature 
conservation, to connect with nature and peace and solitudeЮњШÑőĲШĦũċƨƚĲШċũƚŸШĬŔƖĲĦƣƚШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШ
ůċťĲƖƚШƣŸШљƓũċŰШŸƓĲŰШƚƓċĦĲШċƖĲċƚШŉŸƖШůƨũƣŔƓũĲШƨƚĲƚЯШƚƨĦőШċƚвЮċĦƣŔƻĲШƣƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣШƖŸƨƣĲƚШċŰĬШ
wildlife corridorsЮњШ 

The proposed amendment is inconsistent with these policy objectives and strategies in 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 less common in suburban 
gardens.58 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. 

 
Narrow movement corridors are problematic for the following reasons: 

¶ The proposed minimum 15m wide movement corridors (walking and cycling trails) 
located next to busy roads are far too narrow to create a sense of peace and solitude in 
nature  

¶ The trail network lacks high amenity 

 
58  https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/nature/landholdernotes15wildlifecorridors.pdf  
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¶ The 15m linear reserves are too narrow to function effectively as wildlife corridors or 
green house sinks 

¶ A far wider corridor would be more beneficial for both walkers/cyclists and wildlife 

 
A flora and fauna assessment could support the design of an appropriate minimum corridor 
width and/or determining the optimal dimensions of a natural features reserve. These 
assessments would identify target fauna and 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 19.02-6S in the long term. The 
ĦũċƨƚĲШĬŔƖĲĦƣƚШƓũċŰŰĲƖƚШƣŸШљƓlan for regional and local open space networks for both recreation 
and conservation of natural and cultural environmentsЮњ  

The proposed regional conservation reserve is located on low-lying 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 the shoreline 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 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. The 
provision of public open space along the foreshore is therefore only temporary, unless far larger 
reserves are created to account for projected foreshore erosion and inundation. 
 
Furthermore: 

¶ The 1ha tree 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 wildlife (refer to Clause 12.91-1S for more 
detail). 

¶ 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. 

¶ 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 C56.05-2. This is 
evident in the map shown below, which applies a 400m buffer from all proposed local 
park reserves. 
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Are there any competing PPF objectives and how are they 
balanced? 
 

Bushfire Protection vs. Wildlife Corridors and Public Open Space 
(Clause 13 vs Clause 12 and 19) 

Planning policy in Victoria strongly prioritizes human life in bushfire-prone areas, even over 
environmental objectives. Clause 13.02-1S requires new developments to mitigate bushfire risk 
by providing adequate defendable space. In the context of Amendment C172, this has meant 
planning for љċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲШƚĲƣĤċĦťƚШƓƖŔůċƖŔũǃШċĦőŔĲƻĲĬШĤǃШċĬĲƕƨċƣĲШƖŸċĬƚŔĬĲШůċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣШ
along Grandview Road, setback of development from the grassland edge and responsive 
ũċŰĬƚĦċƓŔŰŊШŸŉШŸƓĲŰШƚƓċĦĲШċŰĬШĬƖċŔŰċŊĲШƖĲƚĲƖƻĲƚЮњ59 The bushfire hazard assessment of the 
Structure Plan did not specify what ћċĬĲƕƨċƣĲШƖŸċĬƚŔĬĲШůċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣќ involves nor what was an 
љċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲШƚĲƣĤċĦťњШĬŔƚƣċŰĦĲЮШШÑőĲШĤƨƚőŉŔƖĲШċƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШŉƨƖƣőĲƖШĲǂƓũċŔŰƚШƣőċƣШљŸƓĲŰШƚƓċĦĲШ
can be collocated with these corridors to decrease the vegetation hazard to the interface, thus 
ƨƣŔũŔƚŔŰŊШƣőĲШћƚĲƣĤċĦťќШŉŸƖШůċŰċŊĲĬШŊƖĲĲŰШƚpace, paths, roads and front setbacks in an urban 
ƓċƖťũċŰĬШƚĲƣƣŔŰŊЮњШfƣШċũƚŸШŰŸƣĲĬШőŸƽШљƣƖĲĲ-lined road corridors and parkland corridors are an 
appropriate means of enhancing the amenity of the growth area without increasing the risk of 
bushfire.њШÑőŔƚШƚƨŊŊĲƚƣƚШŰċƣŔƻĲШƣƖĲĲƚШċŰĬШƻĲŊĲƣċƣĲĬШƓċƖťũċŰĬШĦċŰШĦŸĲǂŔƚƣШŔŉШћċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲќШ
setbacks from future development are put in place. 

 
59  Bushfire Planning Considerations Report (2024) p.22 
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At the same time, Clause 12.01-1S (Protection of Biodiversity) emphasizes conserving 
biodiversity and establishing wildlife movement corridors. To be effective as corridors for 
wildlife , they need to be as wide as possible. Along the western growth area boundary and Lake 
King foreshore, the Structure 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 controls will require design responses to reduce fire 
risk. Possible design responses could include: 

¶ Siting new lots behind a perimeter road or firebreak that borders the wildlife corridor.  

¶ Using low-fuel landscaping and fire-resistant indigenous plant species along the edge of 
the corridor near development. This creates a gradation т lower 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 adequate fire buffer distances do not compromise 
the ecological requirement for a wide, vegetated corridor with trees and understory vegetation 
to suite a variety of birds and other native fauna species. 

Stormwater Infrastructure vs. Open Space vs Biodiversity Protection 
As noted in Clause 12.01-1S 
(Protection of Biodiversity) the 
amendment proposed locations for 
the northern and western 
stormwater treatment assets 
conflicts with the high conservation 
values of the both reserves. The 
northern assets impact 
endangered EVCs and EPBC-listed 
migratory bird species habitat 
(LathamќƚШÉŰŔƓĲьЮÑőĲШwestern 
stormwater basin also impacts 
endangered FFG-listed Plains 
Grassy Woodland and identified 
Lathamќƚ Snipe habitat. In the 
context of the western stormwater 
dam (reproduced again below), almost the entire PPRZ is encumbered by the drainage 
infrastructure, reducing the reserveќƚШĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣŔŸŰШƣŸШpublic open space. 

Does the amendment use the most appropriate VPP tool to achieve 
the strategic objective of the planning scheme? 
The amendment applies the General Residential Zone т Schedule 3 uniformly across the entire 
ŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċЯШĲǂĦĲƓƣШŉŸƖШƣőĲШŰŸƖƣőШƽĲƚƣĲƖŰШĦŸċƚƣċũШũċŰĬШƓċƖĦĲũШċƣШƣőĲШĲŰƣƖċŰĦĲШŸŉШƣŸƽŰШƣőċƣќƚШ
ƖĲƚĲƖƻĲĬШŉŸƖШљ[ƨƣƨƖĲШÑŸƨƖŔƚůњЮ In making this zoning recommendation, 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 Plan aim to:  

¶ Plan the structure of the growth area previously established in the Urban Design 
Framework for Paynesville which identified land for the foreseeable long-term urban 
growth of Paynesville (up to 35-40 years) 

¶ Establish a pattern of residential development across the growth area that supports 
good access, neighbourhood cohesion and reinforces local identity. 

¶ To accommodate medium density residential development, aged care and retirement 
accommodation and a Local Activity Centre in locations consistent with the Preferred 
Urban Structure. 

¶ SƨƓƓŸƖƣШċШƚƣƖŸŰŊШƚĲŰƚĲШŸŉШƓũċĦĲШċŰĬШũŸĦċũШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖШƣőċƣШĤƨŔũĬƚШŸŰШÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲќƚШĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊШ
character and sense of place 

¶ Ensure the scale and location of land uses and activities support the preferred future 
character of Paynesville  

¶ Provide for a spacious residential character with a variety of lot sizes and housing types 
to meet community needs   

¶ 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, while also protecting environmental and 
landscape values and existing town character.  

ÑőĲШƓƖŸƓŸƚĲĬШÉĦőĲĬƨũĲШΟШƣŸШĦũċƨƚĲШΟΞЮΜΥШћ]ĲŰĲƖċũШÅĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũШüŸŰĲќШċƓƓũŔĲƚШƣőĲШŉŸũũŸƽŔŰŊШ
neighbourhood character objectives: 

¶ 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.  

¶ To provide for diverse types of housing and a range of lot sizes and densities including 
medium density housing, aged care and retirement accommodation.  

¶ To ensure a high standard of design for housing development that reinforces 
ÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲѢƚЮĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖЮċŰĬЮĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũЮƻċũƨĲƚЮċŰĬЮůĲĲƣƚЮĦŸŰƣĲůƓŸƖċƖǃЮƚƣċŰĬċƖĬƚЮ
for efficiency and sustainability.  

¶ To establish native planted corridors in key locations and create distinctive tree-lined 
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.  

¶ 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 align with or expand on 
the previously delineated local character zones of Paynesville.60 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.  

 
60 Paynesville Urban Design Framework  (2007), Appendix F т Paynesville Design Guidelines, p.105 
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IŰШĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖŔŰŊШƣőĲШċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲŰĲƚƚШŸŉШċШƚŔŰŊũĲШƖĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũШǍŸŰĲШŉŸƖШƣőĲШĲŰƣŔƖĲШƣŸƽŰƚőŔƓќƚШŊƖŸƽƣőШ
area, we have had regard to Planning Practice Note No. 91: Using the Residential Zones. 
Planning Practice Note No. 91 describes 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.61\ 

 
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 Zone т Schedule 1, 
is also affected by a Design and Development Overlay - Schedule 14; where a mandatory 
ĤƨŔũĬŔŰŊШőĲŔŊőƣШũŔůŔƣШŸŉШΤЮΡШůĲƣƖĲƚШċƓƓũŔĲƚШƣŸШƣőĲШĲŰƣŔƖĲШљÑŸƽŰШĲǂƓċŰƚŔŸŰШċƖĲċ.њ Moreover, the 
[ƖċůĲƽŸƖťШÂũċŰШċũƚŸШŔŰĦũƨĬĲƚШċШћ[ŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲШċŰĬШƽĲƣũċŰĬƚќШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣШыÅΥьШƣőċƣШƚƣċƣĲƚа 

?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣЮůƨƚƣЮĤĲЮŊĲŰĲƖċũũǃЮĦŸŰƚŔƚƣĲŰƣЮƽŔƣőЮƣőĲЮƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣƚЮŸŉЮ?ĲƚŔŊŰЮċŰĬЮ
?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣЮ§ƻĲƖũċǃЮÉĦőĲĬƨũĲЮΤΧЮшЮÅĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũЮ?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣЮŔŰЮ9ŸċƚƣċũЮÉĲƣƣũĲůĲŰƣƚжЮ
ÂċǃŰĲƚƻŔũũĲдЮ 

 
ÉŔŊŰŔǯĦċŰƣũǃЯШŰŸŰĲШŸŉШƣőĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣќƚШǍŸŰŔŰŊШŸƖШŸƻĲƖũċǃШĦŸŰƣƖŸũШƚĦőĲĬƨũĲƚШƖĲŉĲƖШƣŸШ
ƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣШыÅΥьЮ[ƨƖƣőĲƖůŸƖĲЯШƣőĲШ??§ΝΠШŔƚШŰŸƣШċƓƓũŔĲĬШŔŰШƣőĲШƓũċŰŰŔŰŊШƚĦőĲůĲШċůĲŰĬůĲŰƣЮШfƣШ
ŔƚШƣőĲƖĲŉŸƖĲШƨŰĦũĲċƖШŔŉШƣőĲШΤЮΡůШůċŰĬċƣŸƖǃШőĲŔŊőƣШũŔůŔƣШċƓƓũŔĲƚШƣŸШƣőĲШĲŰƣŔƖĲШŊƖŸƽƣőШċƖĲċШŸƖШŸŰũǃШ
ƣŸШƨŰƚƓĲĦŔǯĲĬШċƖĲċƚШĦũŸƚĲШƣŸШƣőĲШŉŸƖĲƚőŸƖĲШċŰĬШƽĲƣũċŰĬƚеШШfƣќƚШŔůƓĲƖċƣŔƻĲШƣőċƣШƣőĲШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣƚШ

 
61 Planning Practice Note No. 91, p. 2.   






































































































































































































