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The amenity concerns are also not addressed. Will there be proportionate changes to
and reduction to shed sizes? Or will our wonderful rural environment soon resemble an

industrial estate and big sheds right on peoples’ boundaries?
Bushfire Risk

| have read and entirely support the Submission byq C87 should not
proceed until the safety issues described in her submission are addressed and relevant
guarantees for Community Safety are provided.

Amendment C87 must be withdrawn because it builds on outdated information and
planning practices. The Strategic Bushfire Risk Assessment underpinning the
Amendment and its associated Structure Plan was conducted using an outmoded
strategy and weather data that is more than a decade old. It takes no account of the
Climate Crisis and the likelihood that the weather will be worse for bush fires than
Council’s consultants’ antiquated data and predictions show.

Moreover, the current version of Planning Practice Notice 64 advises against planning
developments in high bush fire risk areas and in areas with one access/egress,
eliminating Growth Area 3 as an option for development

For these reasons, Council is now on notice through — carefully researched
submissions and, as previous Royal Commissions have demonstrated, will risk defending
very expensive class action litigation in the event of a catastrophic bush fire which results
in property damage or loss of life.

Surely it is better to resolve these issues before endorsement.
Education

We have read and endorse the submission made by |||l for the reasons she
provides. We will not repeat them.

The number of children living in Inverleigh, and therefore the number of children wishing
to attend Inverleigh Primary School, will increase by a minimum of 30% but easily up to
60% over the duration of the Structure Plan, yet there are no definitive commitments
made to accommodate this growth. Indeed the State Governments Building for Schools
shows that there is no proposal for any building works in Inverleigh between now and
2027. The State Government priority is on Melbourne and its rapidly growing population.

C87 simply passes the risk, cost and problem to the State Government and leaves
families in the lurch.

Furthemrmore the lack of public transport and GPSC’s unwillingness to even lobby G21 for
improvements will require the new residents to have to drive to Bannockburn or Geelong
simply so that their children can go to primary school.

C87 should be deferred until there has been a proper consultation with Council, the
Community, the School and the Department of Education to address the consequences
of the C87 Consultants pipe dream.

Road Safety

We are opposed to the approval of elements of Amendment C87 to the Golden Plains
Planning Scheme as the published documentation does not demonstrate adequate
consideration for the road safety protection of members of the Inverleigh Community,
visitors and wider users of the Hamilton Highway that flow from C87.

The Developer contributions to the necessary upgrading of Common Road, Inverleigh
Teesdale Road including Two Bridges, the stipulated safety upgrades of the Hopes
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Plains and Common Road intersections on the Hamilton Highway, as required by the
Department of Transport and to upgrade new and adjoining existing Bicycle Paths to
Australian Standards have not been independently assessed by experts or adequately
costed.

Consequently, the Developers’ contribution to each necessary component is at best an
educated guess. Importantly, the contribution is also not locked in or guaranteed in the
published papers.

The traffic use assumptions made in respect of Common Road and the Hamilton
Highway in the published documents do not comply with relevant Road Safety best
practice or standards, and the Hamilton Highway data assumptions are not consistent
with contemporary evidence the Council already holds but has not published in C87.

Golden Plains Shire Council (GPSC) is a Victorian local government entity that is a
designated Road Safety Partner in the whole of Victorian Government Towards Zero
Strategy and Commitment. The objective of the Strategy is to reduce the number of fatal
and serious injury casualty crashes to Zero in a measured time frame. C87 does not
address GPSC'’s responsibility as a road safety partner.

The community has made Council aware of the number and details of serious injury
casualty crashes on the Hamilton Highway between Common Road and the Teesdale
Road in the last five years.

The Amendment to C87 should not be approved or endorsed until the critical road safety
challenges identified have been properly considered by independent recognised and
accredited road safety experts, and relevant consequential and necessary amendments
to C87 made. The upgrades are likewise intrinsically addressed in the Bush Fire chapter
to this submission and Prof Guijt's specific bushfire submissions.

In addition, C87 should not be approved or endorsed until all of the relevant Department
of Transport road safety treatments and the described local road upgrades have been
independently assessed, costed and a rigorous implementation plan endorsed. GPSC
has already said it will not contribute to the Hamilton Highway upgrades and the
Department of Transport also has not budgeted for it saying it is a GPSC/Developer
issue.

C87 cannot be responsibly endorsed or approved until this imperative road safety
improvement work is properly assessed, costed and budget provision formally approved
by both GPSC and the Department of Transport.

The Developers’ capital contribution to this work must be independently assessed and
then guaranteed in advance with a consequential formal undertaking by Council that it
will not forgive or reduce the Developers’ assessment below the independently assessed
cost.

The Amendment and subsequent development should not be allowed to proceed without
these necessary safeguards in place. Otherwise the lives of Inverleigh residents and
Victorians will be put at avoidable risk.

The Australasian College of Road Safety has recently published research on the reasons
why Local Govemment is often the weak link in Australian road safety outcomes.

C87, properly assessed, revised, objectively budgeted for and delivered, would provide
the opportunity for GPSC to prove itself to be a leader and an exception to the rule. The
Inverleigh Community and the Victorian Road Safety Partners should expect nothing less.
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Local Roads including Traffic Data and Assumptions

- Common Road, Hopes Plains Road, Teesdale Road and methodology criticism and
compare Hamilton Highway consideration below.

- 100kph on Common Road not Road safety compliant and requests to reduce limit
ignored.

- Guarantee Developer contribution and time frame for completion of upgrades

The Hamilton Highway and C87

- Traffic count in C87 based on 2007 figures. Council's independent (sic) traffic count
in 2019

- Mix of very heavy transport, cars, bicycles, motorcycles and pedestrians and 60kph
limit. Should it be 40kph and with a proper pedestrian crossing

- DOT demands for Hopes Plains Road and Council’'s guestimate of Common Road
upgrade (circa A$750K)

- Inverleigh Streetscape Plan data and information not included in C87 - contradicting
assumptions

- Casualty and other crash data and information held by Council and its traffic
consultants

- Developer and Shire to Guarantee cost of upgrades will be met.

Bicycle Safety
- C87 makes bland statements and assumptions about children riding to school

- New and existing bicycle paths are currently not compliant with Australian
Standards for designing for bicycle safety

- Developer contribution is not stated but should be mandated unless GPSC has
budget allocation to do so

C87 should not be further considered, much less endorsed and approved, until the above
has been addressed, costed and Developer contribution determined and guaranteed.

Wildlife

| have read and agree with the submissions by Andrea Bolton and the IAG about wildlife
that is an integral part of our amenity that is threatened by C87 in its current state.

Agriculture

Inverleigh has a diverse group of intensive small scale agricultural businesses which,
given a situation where there is a lack of diversity in block sizes, are at an increased risk
of a decrease in their sustainability and health. Diversity in block sizes is essential to
allowing people the country lifestyle choice (something that was repeatedly highlighted in
the Golden Plains Shire Inverleigh Structure Plan 2017 survey results). Itis imperative
that we protect, maintain and allow into the future, Golden Plains Shire’s own position of
supporting and promoting productive and sustainable, diverse and intensive small scale
agricultural and rural enterprises. (See 3.9 Golden Plains Rural Land Use Strategy). A
blanket 0.4 hectare block size results in no future businesses of these types which is
contrary to both documents mentioned above.

Water and environment concerns
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We oppose C87 being endorsed until all of the environmental concerns, including
unsewered block run off, are properly considered. Other submissions address this well
and we support them.

Specifically | have read and support former councillor* leamed submission on
water provision. None of his contentions have been explored as proper community
consultation would have enabled.

Council performance doubts

The Golden Plains Shire Council has not performed to a standard that instils any faith in
its capacity or will to represent the Inverleigh community into the future which undermines
the premise of Amendment C87 and the protections for the community. Submissions
from the Community and by us are all concerned about:

. the quality of the Inverleigh Structure Plan prepared by Consultants,

. the Golden Plains Shire's track record in Inverleigh of poor planning and
stewardship,

. concerns for the staging of development to meet the stated moderate growth goal of
27 homes per year,

. Local Government Inspectorate Report March 2019,

. lack of transparency about or guarantees about the agency/developer contributions
to Roads including the Hamilton Highway and 2 bridges at Teesdale/Inverleigh
Roads,

. failure to consider asking the State Government to transfer the Inverleigh Flora and
Fauna Reserve to it under C87 to ensure community bushfire safety

. the inadequacy of community engagement of the alignment of the proposed new
clause for Inverleigh Local Planning Policy Framework

. below average poor performance in the 2019 State-wide local government survey
and

. meaningful protection of Aboriginal cultural sites.

Yours sincerely
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AMENDMENT cg7gpla - INVERLEIGH st

sUBMISSION FORM

K Name: ..
Address: .

Contact telephone number: .-

\Ew.ait: e e
—— - — e ——

K | have outl ned my areas of concern below:

Bush Fire Risk and Strategic gush Fire Risk Assessment

\ Amendment C87tothe Golden Plains planning Scheme fails to adequately assesstne oush fire risk jmposed by nverleigh

Nature Conservation Reserve (The Common). The bush fire risk is under estimated, the pmposed push fire ris« mitigation
strategy is unsound, and Common poad will serve as only access/epress ¢or residents from Common Road, Mannagum \

\ fstate and potential Growth Area 3, a8 alternatives will be inaccessible due to smoke and ember attack.

Amendment c87tothe Golden Flains planning schema should be withdrawn pecause it puilds on outcated information
and planning practices. The Strategic pushfire Risk pesessment underpinning the Amendment and its associated
structure Plan was condue ted using an outdated strategy and W€ atherdata that are more thana decade old. Morecver,
the current version of Plar ning Practice Notice 64 advises against planning developments in high bush fire risk areas
and In areas with one access/egress, oliminating Growth Area 3 as an option for development.
gducational Facilities Impact :

The number of children living in taverlelgh, and therefore the number of children wishing 1o attend inverleigh Primary {
school, will increase by @ minimum of 30% but easily up to 60% over the duraticn of the Structure plan, yet there are
no definitive commitments made to acmmrnodam +his growth.

Retain Town poundary

| confirm | support serategy 1.1 of Amendment 87 to the Golden plains planning gcheme. | think it is imperative the
existing township bot ndary cf nverleigh is m',\ima‘ned to retain and preserve our small country town lifestyle and our
small, but nighly yaluec, community, as well as protect the natural lendscape and environment features unique to our |

town, aswe Know it.
\nverleigh Flora and Fauna Reserve impact
Amendment c87 to the Golden Plains planning Scheme has the potential for datrimental impacts on the 1050-hectare

Reserve known asthe |nverleigh Nature Conservation Reserve and jocally as The common. These include the effects on
registered critically andangered flora, sustainability of biodiversity and the safety and health of the Common's wildiife,
and omission of rezoning the northern saction cf The common from farming zone {he submission expands on these

\ {ssuas and ptovidcs some mitigations strategies 0 be (.or.s'\dewd with any new cevv\opn‘en(
|

(&) 5220 74 (&) PO Box 111, gannockburn VIC 1331 (=) gn!tl-}'\;iainf,.vig.gnv av (@) u\qJ‘ric~,t.1’f,p\n|m vic.gov-au
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sustainability and Health of small-scale intensive agricu!tural businesses

nverleigh has @ diverse group of intensive gmall scale agxicdtura\ businasses which, given 3 cituation where therelsa |
lack of diversity in plock sizes, aré atan increased [isk of a decrease in their sustainability and health. Diversity in block |
slzes is eccential to allowing people the country lifestyle choice (somcthing that was repea'.edlv high\ightcd in the \i‘

Golden Plains Snire Jnverleigh structure Pian 2017 survey results). ILis imperative that we protect, maintain and allow q\
verse and

into the future, Golden Plains Ghire's OWN position of supporting and promoting pruduc:ive and sustalnable, €
intensive small scale agriruttura\ and rural enterprises. (see 2.8 Golden Plains Rural Land Use sirategy) A blanket 0.4 i
hectare block sizeé results inno future businesses of these types which is contrary to both dacuments mentioned above: |
unsewered lots '
{thinkilis imperative, from an environmental and conservation per'spective, due to the pmentia\ leeching Of septic rur- !

off to the Leigh River (and through to the Barwon River) from the natural slope on Common Road toward the Leigh |

river, with unsewered plocks posing a risk of contamination of our local natuf al waterways, thatan investigation on the |
with U pOSINES " e iR — rlocal nat s

cumulative output from the septic cystems and their likely impact on the river chould be done as part of the assessment |

and viability for this development 10 proceed. pata collection from Site C 0_LEI017 should be resumed ASAP to ensure |

data-criven jnsight in cnvimnm::ma! changes and stormwater quality monitoring undertaken.

Sustaiq_aglp development in inverleigh \

“““““ et —— RIS s
g through and around nverleigh are already under threat with relevant |

the current ~ondition of the waterways runnin
reports identifying the Leigh and Barwon rivers that 1arge percentages arc at poor of very poor condition, this report
riparian vegetation and |

goes on 1o list the Kay threats to the waterways s “pitercd flow rates, eroded banks, damaged
WMt|uality through cedimentation and efflent comanﬂnanon" _Future d‘;".?‘,"_&[‘!em will further jmpact
these “High Value and Priority )I‘Iatep_«lays". If this alarms you, please read my ovarview on custainable gmwth in

st

inverleigh and relevant facts that support my view.

Diveg;i}_y,gf_ lot size ‘
Lam oppospd to clements of amendment c87 to the Golden Plains planning Scheme, as it does not provide 2ny form of \'
posed” in the Structure plan, in relation t© lot |

compromise petween “inverleigh as we know it” and “inverieigh @ is pro
sizes. | believe the Structure plan contradicts itsell and is misleading when suggesting there will be lot sizes larger than
{

0.4ha in the proposed | DRZ areas- \

Loss of faith in Golden plains Shire and Amendment 87 best interests \
The Golden plains Shire has not oerfcrmed toa standard that instils any faith In its capacity Of will to represent the
inverleigh community into the future which undermines the premise of Amencément g7 and the plotel,tions for the
community. supporting nformation includes 1) the quality cfthe inverleigh ctructure Pian, 2) the Golden Plains Shire’s \
track record in verleigh of poor planning and ctewardship, 3) concerns for the staging of development to maet the \
stated moderate growth goal of 27 homes per yean 4) Local Government Inspectorate Report warch 2019, 5) lack of
transparency of agency/devv\oper contributions, 6) failure 1o rezone @s part of Amendment cg7, the ‘mverleigh rlora

and Fauna Reserve, 7) the inadequacy of community notification of the alignment of the proposed new clause for
governmen\ survey and \

nverleigh Local planning policy Framework 8) poor performarcc in the 2019 state wide local

9) protection of Aborigingl cultural sites.

ages as necessary

e ulld

+please

Signature.
Mwﬂf‘ﬁtﬁ I oy TMWMM"” TR e
(@) 5220 T2 (@) PO Box 111 Bannockbum VIC 3331 ®) goldenplains.vic.gov-AU @ enqui’iPs@gplains.vicgov au
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AMENDMENT C87gpla — INVERLEIGH STRUCTURE PLAN SUBMISSION FORM

SUBMISSION:
| have outlined my areas of concern below.

Bush Fire risk

I attended the full day Panel Hearing in December 2018 re Amendment C74 for 230 Hopes Plains Rd
development. Whilst at the Hearing, | lost my faith in authorised bodies to upheld and enforce principles
and to properly govern risk that may ultimately lead to the loss of life.

Council representatives were also in attendance at the Hearing and witnessed what took place.

The CFA presented a document that drew a conclusion multiple times throughout stating in bold font ~...the
planning scheme amendment does not meet State Planning Policy objectives and therefore should not proceed” .

The Solicitor representing the Property Developer was quite irritated with the CFA’s lack of advance
warning that they would take this stance and set about intimidating the CFA for their surprise conclusion at
the Hearing. The next event was astounding, the CFA cordially offered to cross a line through the words
“and therefore should not proceed”. The CFA did a complete backflip upon bullying from the Property
Developer!

The published Panel Report touched on the backflip but it is not clear to z first time reader of the written
report what really occurred at the Hearing. le. Section 3.3 of the Panel report states “The CFA initiolly sought
to suggest the Amendment should not proceed. This view took the parties by surprise at the Hearing, given the CFA’s
initial submission to exhibition of the Amendment. However, the CFA withdrew from this position...”.

Prospective buyers of land within close proximity of the Inverleigh Common will believe that thorough
checxs have been properly done prior to development and will not know that the CFA took a stance against
residential development to protect lives and then did an immediate backflip upon a dissatisfied reply from
the Solicitor representing the Property Developer! The most astute and diligent person investigating al
available documentation available before deciding to purchase land near the Common will nct draw any
doubt about the high danger to their families because they’ll believe all Policy & learnings from the recent
Bushfire Royal Commission have been implemented because the CFA and Council exist to represent their
safety before development is allowed.

Therefore, 1 do not support the Inverleigh Structure Plan because it encourages population growth near the
Inverleigh Common which has a high risk of bushfire and subsequent loss of lives. There has been a gross
lack of transparency of the bushfire risk process made available to the general public and there has been a
failure of governing bodies tc enforce the State Planning Policy and Bushfire Royal Commission learnings.

Council’s inability to properly manage stormwater flows
Again, | do nat support the Inverleigh Structure Plan because the Council have demonstrated throughout
recent history that they are unable to properly implement sound stormwater management plans.
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In prior Barrabool Views & Mannagum developments, the Council authorised the property developer to
direct stormwater into already existing stormwater drains which did not consider the downstream impacts
and resulted in flooding to private property. The Council then undertook corrective works in 2018 at the
expense of the ratepayers.

The same property developer is delivering the C74 230 Hopes Plains Rd subdivision and have engaged the
same civil engineers. Their preliminary stormwater management design shows they will tap the
stormwater into the same existing over-capacity drains with minimal investment, they also made it very
clear at the C74 Panel Hearing that they will not reduce stormwater flows and it is not their responsibility
to fix prior mistakes. The C74 Panel Hearing decided it is for the Council to review and ensure stormwater
is managed properly in this upcoming development. The Property Developer is awaiting the approval of
the Inverleigh Structure Plan so they can implement 1 acre lot sizes. The proposed 1 acre lot size will result
in more stormwater runoff due to greater hardstand areas and the corrective works undertaken in 2018
remain untested due to low rainfall since then so the existing Faulkner Road drains cannot accept any
water runoff from the new C74 subdivision.

Given the Council has allowed the developer to implement their designs in the past without consideration
of downstream flows, I lack faith that Council will act in the best interest of the ratepayers, again.

Minimum Lot size

I do not support the reduced Lot size of 1 acre because it will result in the loss of character of the
community. An overwhelming majority of respondents to the surveys undertaken by Council do not
support 1 acre lot sizes for this reason yet the Council have prepared a Structure Plan that allows 1 acre
lots!

Instead, | encourage the Council to have focus areas for population growth where infrastructure and
services already exist (eg. Bannockburn) rather than implement blanket population growth across the
whole shire.

If Inverleigh becomes another metropolis in a rural area, it can never be reversed. Infrastructure does not
exist for future growth and there appears to be no shared responsibility with other bodies for forward
planning, rather an ineffective ‘it’s their responsibility’ approach exists that results in a lack of services,
overcrowded facilities, poor roads, greater reliance on commuting to larger cities etc... The media offers
many examples of this occurring across Victoria yet it is being ignored here and now for Inverleigh.

The Council needs to pay thought to future areas of beautification in the shire that will be an attraction for
tourists and local visitors in the future to enjoy rather than trying to appease developers now with fast
developments that bring in quick rates for the Council.

Inverleigh is a beautiful town with character and is a great candidate for retaining it as it is for future
generations to enjoy to live and/or visit.

Other Reasons

I'have many other reasons for not supporting the Structure Plan which have been captured adequately by
resident surveys and other submissions by the community to Amendment c87. | have not elaborated on
them in great detail here but offer them in dot point format to ensure they are captured. Most of the
areas of concern are good examples of the poor forward planning and “it’s their responsibility” approach
that exists in practice today.

1. Roads are insufficient
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a. Hamilton Highway — there are too many near miss accidents on this highway already due
to the lack of overtaking opportunities, encouraging more residents in Inverleigh will
increase the number of road users thus increasing the risk for injury/death from accidents.

b. Common Road - multiple concerns:

i Aright hand turning lane from the Hamilton Highway does not exist
il. the road is incapable of withstanding the increased volume of vehicles from the
new planned 1 acre subdivisions
iii. one way out for a possible bushfire exodus in the Inverleigh Common
iv. the foctpath adjoins the bitumen road in a section which is a massive safety
concern for pedestrians
v. installation of speed humps are not a feature cognisant with rural living
¢.  Hopes Plains Rd — multiple cancerns:
i. Aright hand turning lane from the Hamilten Highway does not exist
ii. the poorly maintained gravel road is incapable of withstanding the increased
volume of vehcles from the new planned 1 acre subdivisions
iii. due to the poor road condition and surrounding grassland it is not a satisfactory
exit road for a possible bushfire exodus from the Inverleigh Common

2. Public transport - 1 public bus service on a Friday is insufficient. As population grows and climate
change becomes a growing concern residents need options to commute to Geelong for work and
services

3. Employment opportunities do not exist in Inverleigh so residents are required to own multiple cars
and commute to employment in larger cities such as Geelong and Melbourne

4. Crime increases with populaticn growth, especially when there is a lack of mobility, services and
activit'es to occupy cur youth

5. Wildlife and Nature - the Inverleigh Common has critically endangered flora and is home to much
wildlife. As population encroaches around their border, the potential for damage and wildlife loss
increases.

6. Unsewered lots — there is potential for leeching of septic runoff to the Leigh River and through to
the Barwon River from the natural slope of on Common Road toward the Leigh River. This has a
risk of contaminating our local natural waterways.

7. Stewardship - the Ceuncil has a poor record of representing the community views in their plan ning
activities (eg. Streetscape plan). 1am concerned the many community surveys, conversation posts,
social media and publications offer a perceived view of consultation and listening to the
community yet in reality they lack substance and adoption of the community views that are
expressed. Please take notice of the community response to the Structure Plan and embed the
majority consensus into the Plan. It does not currently represent the views of the Inverleigh
community.

fo-1-1

Signature Date
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GOLDEN PLAINS SHIRE

AMENDMENT C87gpla — INVERLEIGH STRUCTURE PLAN
SUBMISSION FORM

Contact telephone number: ..
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\',\ 5220 7111 ({3/ PO Box 111, Bannockburn VIC 3331 (@) goldenplains.vic.gov.au (@j, enquiries@gplains.vic.gov.au
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AMENDMENT C87gpla - INVERLEIGH STRUCTURE PLAN

Having read and considered Draft Inverleigh Structure Plan 20189, the following points are made in
support of its adoption by way of Amendment C87gpla.

The Draft Inverleigh Structure Plan 2019;

Acknowledges supports and builds upon retention of the country village character and appeal
of inverleigh.

Retains the township grawth boundary established by Inverleigh Structure Plan (ISP) 2005.

Takes account of the higher rate of residential growth already experienced above that
anticipated by ISP 2005 and continues orderly and respectful residential and commercial
development.

Provides opportunities for new residents to become a valuable part of the desirable Inverleigh
community and lifestyle.

Continues to support the scale and form of development established by ISP 2005 and identifies
future investigation areas for residential and commercial growth.

Facilitates sustainable development consistent with existing settlement patterns and aligns
with Council and State Planning Policy in respect of minimum LDRZ lot sizes.

Conforms to the strategic bushfire risk assessment that confirmed the appropriateness of six
potential residential growth areas and identified measures necessary to minimise community
risk.

Not - Supported:

Reference (p.45; para 3) to potential establishment of a “small scale supermarket” seems
inconsistent with findings that the township favourably relies on Bannockburn and Geelong for
higher order retail services as an alternative to growing beyond the small commercial scale
style village. The close proximity of Bannackburn furthers this objection.

Further Recommendations:

That Council encourage developers to offer a range of diverse lot sizes both at and above the
4000sqm LDRZ minimum.

That Council ensures that new developments demonstrate appropriately graded lot size
interfaces with adjoining residential areas.

That Council ensures EPA Wastewater Management guidelines are applied across all new
dev
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25/10/2019 altuseCMm
DOCUMENT (Inbound) DETAILS 46
s Amendment C87¢pla  Invericigh Structure Plan Submission Status Ncw Deadline 29/10/2019
e o .
Information Priority Medium Received 08.13.12 AM
Comments/Notes Type Email Ref INT19/7TTAVTFF2
On
Hold MO
RELATED DOCUMENTS
PEOPLE (4) CONTACTS (0)
Owner Name Company Email Phone
Manager No recortds found
Reader
WORKFLOW
FOLDER (1)
No records found
Number Par Name Organisat Uni
TECHNICAL
1 .08 T OPERATIONS\PLANN . -
60-02-08 1 _\amendment C87 ~Select- Sele
Inverleigh Struc
CONTENT
Attachments: Links:
y Size Attac Attached " Size Cre Created
File Name (kb) by on File Name (kb) by on
No records found No records found.
From:
Date: Tue Oct 15 00:13:12 AM ACDT 2019
To: Fnquines<Fnquines@gplains vic gov au>
CC:
BCC:

Subject: Submission to Amendment C8/gpla

We support the Amendment C87gpla in its enfirety.

There has been so much misinformation perpetuated in the Community such as "We'll be exactly the same as Bannockburn™. Well. no we
won't.

It people actually took the time to read the document themselves rather than what is fed o them to scaremonger, they will sce that most ot
their fears have been addressed. in our opinion, perfectly satisfactorily.

| urge Council to press ahead with the Amendment which brings Inverleigh into line with rest of the State. The facilties and infrastructure
that will follow on from the development are sorely needed in Inverleigh

Kind regards

Message protected by MailGuard e-mail anti-virus, anti-spam and content filtering
bitp_‘Awww meilguard com au/tt

https'//ecm gplains vic gov aur 8443/altusecm/secure/print/doc. jsf?recld-06e3e1c1-dbf7-441c-bfi23-47adf3ddeqc 7 112
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25102019 altusECM

Report this message as spam
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15 October 2019

Dear Sir / Madam

Re. Golden Plains Planning Scheme Amendment C87 - Inverleigh Structure Plan

| refer to planning scheme amendment C87 to:

+ Insert an amended Clause 21.07-5 Inverleigh

¢ Insert an amended Schedule to Clause 32.03 Low Density Residential Zone
to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme following adoption by Council of the Inverleigh
Structure Plan 2019.

It is undeniable that Inverleigh has become a popular place to settle, experiencing significant
growth in a relatively short period. Whilst some growth is inevitable and necessary, it is
considered the structure plan is fundamentally flawed in that it is not truly representative of
the Inverleigh community's vision for the town and will irrevocably change the character and
liveability of Inverleigh for the worse. It is questionable how significantly increasing the
footprint of the town, at higher housing densities than present will ‘Maintain Inverleigh’s
village atmosphere...’

Given Inverleigh’s position in the landscape, even if perpetual growth were desirable, it is not
possible due to physical constraints (flood, fire, natural environment), the desire to maintain
non-urban break between townships and to retain productive farming land.

It is disappointing that the Inverleigh community has not formally been given the opportunity
to comment on the final Structure Plan, including appendices, before it was adopted by
Council at the meeting of 26 March 2019. Certainly, there has been a show of consultation
throughout the development of the plan, however the reasoning given for aspects of the plan
and its limited scope for review are questionable. For example:

¢ Council officers have stated from the outset that the current town boundary will not
be changed (ie. reduced). This is short-sighted considering the boundary has been
relatively unchanged since the mid 90’s and is the result of developer/landowner
advocacy rather than informed decision making.

« Similarly, there has been an attitude that minimum lot sizes must be reduced to 0. 4ha
simply because it is the default minimum. This attitude does not consider the
suitability of land for development, neighbourhood character, existing constraints or
mandate a more apprapriate diversity of lot sizes.

e State policy states that each municipality must plan for 15 years lot supply — not each
township, as has erroneously been stated by Council Officers. There is absolutely
room for Inverleigh to play its part in the Shire's growth, however it should be modest
in scale so as not to be at the detriment of the town’s liveability and natural assets.
There is also the lack of a broader municipal Settlement Strategy on which to base
growth aspirations and justify projections outside of ‘letting the market decide’.

Township boundaries must be clearly defined and unambiguous. It is generally considered
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‘Future Investigation Areas’ do not fit this definition and are not good practice. Whilst the
western ‘Development Feasibility Study’ goes some way to demonstrating the development
bona fides of this land, it mainly presents vague concepts and does not present a strong
case to keep this area within a formal boundary without future study. For example, the
amendment does not propose ‘Appropriate development planning controls...’ (p14) to
ensure development occurs in an orderly manner.

Council must be more selective on when it accepts rezoning and development applications.
A common complaint is that Council cannot afford infrastructure upgrades required to
service a growing town and cannot justify sufficient developer contributions to pay for all but
minor works. This is primarily due to Council accepting applications on a piecemeal basis,
and not having a comprehensive strategic infrastructure plan. Cl 21.07-5 Strategy 4.5:
Support development that provides for the upgrade of roads, intersections and bridges where needed to
service the development
is very poorly worded in that these works should be demanded as a matter of course, not
used as an alternative funding mechanism in response to poor asset management or a
bargaining chip to promote out of sequence or otherwise unjustified outcomes.

The structure plan makes little effort to identify infrastructure priorities, outside of the
comprehensively rejected Streetscape Masterplan. Whilst Strategy 3.3 is laudable, Council
must be diligent that any network of shared user paths within the Leigh River corridor is not
simply the bare minimum, allows access for fire suppression and does not creates a future
maintenance liability as has occurred previously due to insufficient drainage on steep slopes.

There appears to be no advocacy or prioritisation from Council's perspective for works or
service improvements by other agencies, whether that be road safety improvements or
simply increased bus services. Council has a significant role in service planning for
education and emergency management. Further growth of the town places additional stress
on the kindergarten, primary school and CFA, all of which have little or no room for
expansion; again, there is no commitment to work with the relevant agencies to ensure these
services can be provided in a sustainable manner in the long term.

It is considered the amendment is premature, and should be abandoned until such time that
a structure plan is developed that advocates for a sustainable Inverleigh, one that reflects
the vision for maintaining the village character and identifies infrastructure priorities that can
be funded by modest development.

Yours sincerely
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GOLDEN PLAINS SHIRE

AMENDMENT C87gpla — INVERLEIGH STRUCTURE PLAN

SUBMISSION FORM

Name:
| Address:

Contact tele

have outlined my areas ernt V
Bush Fire Risk and Strategic Bush Fire Risk Assessment
Amendment C87 to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme failsto adequately assess the bus

h fire risk imposed by Inverleigh L

Nature Conservation Reserve (The Common). The busk fire risk is underestimated, the proposec bush Tire risk mitigation | |
strategy Is unsound, and Common Road will serve as anly access/egress for residents from Common Road, Mannagum |
Estate and potential Growth Araa 3, as alternatives will be naccessible cue to smoke and e ber attack

den Plains Planning Scheme should be withdrawn because it builds on outdated information ‘

Amendment C87 to the Go
and planning practices. The Stratezic Bushfire Risk Assessment uncerpinn ng the Amendment and its associated |
acver,

Structure Plan was conducted using an outdated strategy and weather data that are more than a decade 00, M

sersion of Planning Practice Notice 54 acvises against planning developments in high bush fire risk areas

™ curre
L one access/egress, eliminating Growth Area 3 as an opticn for development.

in areas w

and
Educational Facilities Impact
The number of children living in Inverleigh, anc therefore the number of children wishing to attend Inverleigh Primary
school, will increase by a minimum of 30% but easily up to 60% over the duration of the Structure Plan, yet there are

y definitive commitments made to accommodate this growth.
Retain Town Boundary

confirm | support Strategy 1.1 of Amandment C87 to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme. | think it IS imperative the i
existing township boundary of Inverleigh 's maintained to retain and preserve our small country town ifestyle and our ‘
v, as well as protect the natural landscape and environment features unique to our ‘

small, but highly valueg, commu
town, as we know It

Inverleigh Flora and Fauna Reserve impact

Amendment C87 to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme has the potential for detrimental impacts on the 1050 hectare | |

Reserve known as the Inverlaigh Nature Conservation Reserve and locally as The Common. These include the effects on ‘

;bility of biodiversity and the safety and health cf the Common’s wildlife, | |

from farming zone. The submission expands on these |

|

|

registered critically endangered flora, sustalr
and omission of rezoning the northern section of The Common

strategies to ba considered rith any new development

issues and provides some r litigations

5220 7111 (@) PO Box 111 Bannockburn VIC3331 ) goldenplains.vic.govav enquides@gplains.vic.gov.
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Sustainability and Health of small-scale intensive agricultural businesses ‘
Inverleigh has a diverse group of intensive small scale agricultural businesses which, given a situation where thereisa
lack of diversity in block sizes, are at an increased risk of a decrease in their sustainability and health. Diversity in block !
sizes Is essentlal to allowing people the country lifestyle choice (something that was repeatedly highlighted in the
Golden Plains Shire Inverleigh Structure Plan 2017 survey results). It is imperative that we protect, maintain and allow
into the future, Golden Plains Shire’s own position of supporting and promoting productive and sustainatle, diverse and
intensive small scale agricultural and rural enterprises. {See 3.9 Golden Flains Rural Land Use Strategy). A blanket 0.4
hectare block size results In no future businesses of these types which is contrary to both dotuments mentioned above. ‘
Unsewered lots

| think it is imperative, from an environmental and conservation perspective, due to the potential leeching of septic run-
off to the Leigh River [and through to the Barwon River) from the natural slope on Common Road toward the Leigh
River, with unsewered blocks posing a risk of contaminztion of our local natural waterways, that an investigation on the
cumulative output from the septic systems and their like'y impact on the river should be done as part of the assessment
and viability for this development to proceed. Data collection from Site CO_LEI017 should be resumed ASAP to ensure
data-driven insight in environmental changes and stormwater quality monitoring undertaken.

Sustainable development in Inverleigh

The current condition of the watarways running through and arounc Inverleigh are already under threat with refevant
reports identifying the Leigh and Barwon rivers that large percentages are at poor or very poor conditior, this raport
goes on to list the Key threats to the waterways as “Altered flow rates, ercded banks, damaged riparian vegetation and
reduced water quality through sedimentation and effluent contamination”. Future development will further impact
these “High Value and Priority Waterways”. If this alarms you, please read my overview on sustainable growth in
Invericigh and relevant facts that support my view.

Diversity of lot size

| am opposed to elements of Amendment C87 to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme, as it does not provide any form of
compromise between “Inverleigh as we know it” and “Inverleigh as is proposed” In the Structure Plan, in relation to lot
sizes, | balieve the Structure Plan contradicts itself and is misleacing when suggesting thera will be lot sizes larger than
0.4ha in the proposed LDRZ areas.

Loss of faith in Golden Plains Shire and Amendment C87 best interests

The Golden Plains Shire has not performed to a standard that instils any faith in its capacity or will to represent the
Inverlaigh eommunity into the future which undermines the premise of Amendment C87 and the protections for the t
community. Supporting information includes 1) the quality of the Inverleigh Structure Plan, 2) the Golden Flains Shires
track recorc in Inverleigh of poor planning and stewardship, 3) concerns for the staging of development to meet the
stated moderate growth goal of 27 homes per year, 4) Local Government Inspectorate Report March 2018, 5) lack of
transparency of agency/developer contributions, 6) failure to rezone as part of Amencment C87, the Inverleigh Flora
and Fauna Reserve, 7) the inadequacy of community notification of the alignment of the proposed new clause for
Inverleigh Local Planning Policy Framework 8) poor performance in the 2019 Szate-wide local government survey and
9) protection of Aboriginal cultura sites.

5 (0] 19

Signatu ate .. !

= s e

&) 5220711 (@) PO Box 112, Bannockburn VIC 3331 (@) goldenplains.vicgov.au (@) snculries@gplains wic.gov.au
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Sustainable Growth in Inverleigh 01-10-2019

| am writing to you to express my concerns regarding the currently under public
review for endorsement, Amendment C87 to the Golden Plans Planning
Scheme.

| am of the strong belief that the proposed amendment does not provide
enough protection to ensure the Inverleigh town and surrounding areas
maintain their unique attributes that makes it the desirable place to live and
visit it has been and is today.

In particular but not limited to, the proposal to reduce the minimum block size
to a blanket of 0.4 hectare is most concerning.

The proposed density of future developments has the potential to negatively
impact on the environment, flora and fauna of the areas identified for future
development and beyond. These identified future development areas will
directly impact on the natural waterways, being; the Leigh River, Native Hut
Creek and ultimately downstream to the Barwon River, as these water ways are
either directly adjacent to the sites identified or directly downstream of the
sites.

The Corangamite Waterway Strategy (CWS) 2014-2022 (Corangamite
Catchment Authority being the governing authority responsible for the
management of these waterways) details the current condition of the Barwon
catchment basin (the catchment area that the proposed above-mentioned
changes will impact) as being the worse of the two worst catchments of the four
basins they control. Itis interesting that the other basin of concern is the
Moorabool Basin which also travels through the Golden Plains Shire (GPS) and is
also impacted by significant population growth. The Barwon Basin (including
Leigh Zone and the Mid Barwon Zone) was part of the statewide Index of
Stream Condition (ISC) program that is an integrated snapshot of the condition
of rivers, creeks and estuaries and was undertaken in 2010 which forms the
basis for the condition reports that are referenced below and taken from the
CWS. The investigations revealed that stream conditions across the
Corangamite region varied, with the heavily forested Otway Coast basin in good
and excellent condition, but with the Barwon basin having 17% at a very poor
condition, 41% at poor condition, 37% at moderate condition, 4% at good
condition 0% excellent and 1% insufficient. This compares to the average across
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the 4 basins under CCA management; 13% Very poor, 23% poor, 45%
moderate, 7% good,11% excellent and 1% insufficient data.

The CWS describes the Leigh and Barwon Rivers and their tributaries as “High
Value and Priority Waterways” with values of “Significant Ecological Vegetation
Classes, Significant bird species and important bird habitat, provides support for
biodiversity including many species of fish and birds, remnant native vegetation
and flagship species including Platypus and recreation, including picnicking,
sightseeing, walking tracks and non-motor boating.”

Also recognising the Key threats to the waterways as “Altered flow rates, eroded
banks, damaged riparian vegetation and reduced water quality through
sedimentation and effluent contamination”.

So, significant indicators that our local waterways systems are already under
pressure without the additional potential impacts that these developments will
bring.

The following factors will impact:

1) Storm water runoff; dramatically altered by the changes to the land by
buildings, roads and other infrastructure and due to the altered natural
flows of the landscape. Volumes and flow rates will be dramatically
altered by the fact that the stormwater produced from the development
sites will be concentrated to specific drainage systems not natural to the
waterways (rivers and creeks), that will receive the stormwater drainage
outputs.

Increase in pollutants and sediments within the stormwater due to
population growth (human involvement) and what that brings with it
(chemicals, plastic waste, animal waste and the like). This is also likely to be
exacerbated by the change in weather events attributed to climate change.
Forecasts from Bureau of Meteorology predict more violent weather events
in the future where storms will be more intense in both their delivery and
volume. In turn this will also impact on the ability of the waterways to cope
with the stormwater delivered into the areas of development and ultimately
the streams in larger volumes then ever received, now proposed to be
directed into built systems that will change the stream shape and flows
forever.
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2) Leaching of effluent from wastewater systems; the septic wastewater
management is governed by the EPA. But all waste water management
systems are assessed and approved on an individual application, site by
site, in conjunction with the Building permit application and managed by
the Council Health surveyor. The Health Surveyor checks the proposed
system against the EPA guidelines and Council’s wastewater management
policy. What’s not accounted for in these systems performance is the
waste sediment residue that remains in the ground once the moisture is
evaporated. The residue made up of nutrients and salts as a result of the
use of household chemicals, like washing powder and detergents.

Wastewater dispersal must be irrigated to not exceed the optimum water and
nutrient requirements of the vegetation within the premises. Nutrient and
organic uptake application rates are taken from EPA’s Publication 168,
Guidelines for Wastewater Irrigation, April 1991.

The guidelines and criteria followed for the design of proposed wastewater
effluent dispersal area are based on EPA's Code of Practice for Onsite
Wastewater Management, Publication 891.4.

The purpose of which is to protect public health and the environment. To this
end it is a requirement of State Environment Protection Policy (Waters of
Victoria) 2003, that wastewater performance minimum and maximum daily
volumes that can be effectively treated on the property.

The risks that are associated with wastewater management is that while the
system/s may be designed to perform at the required level to meet the needs of
the site and anticipated use levels, the actual installed system may not perform
at the designed performance levels, or not be maintained to ensure ongoing
required performance levels. These systems require yearly and 3-5 yearly
maintenance regimes to ensure ongoing performance levels are maintained.
This maintenance requirement is not a mandatory requirement. There for
property owners are not aware of this maintenance requirement, so not
something that would be undertaken by the householder.

The reduced performance outcomes affect the system’s ability to cope with:
- large shock loads or surge flows

- toxic substances like bleach, oil, paint thinners etc.
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- being switched off for 1 week, 1 - 3 months or no inflow for 1 week or more.

The risk of effluent leaching to waterways is then multiplied by the size of the
developments and density of these developments and is often only realised
when it’s developed, completely built out some years after and the developer
long gone, along with his bags of money and no accountability.

Insummary; | am notopposed to Inverleigh’s development into the future,
but growth of the population needs to be sustainable for both the environment
and amenity of the area, that all future development takes into account the
uniqueness of our town and enhances it and the surrounding district.

Council needs to demonstrate within the Inverleigh Town Structure Plan (ITSP)
Amendment C87 GPLA, that developers will be made accountable to meet all
requirements associated with environmental impacts of development of land
within the GPS jurisdiction.

Developers need to prove that they have put appropriate protections in place to
ensure;

e That the natural environment is total safeguarded by appropriate
mitigation measures addressing all hazards to waterways, natural land,
flora and fauna. This critical assessment and mitigation plan should be
mandatory and referenced within Amendment C87 GPLA.

e That individual block sizes are large enough to cope with waste water
impacts of the total development holistically, with no potential to have a
detrimental impact on waterways both locally and downstream. | suggest
a minimum lot size of 1 hectare be adopted within the Amendment C87
GPLA. This is currently and traditionally the minimum size of allotments in
this zoning in and around Inverleigh and will maintain a consistent
balanced approach to growth.

e That the infrastructure that is delivered as part of the built development;
sealed roads, pedestrian paths, stormwater drainage systems, etc, must
meet a set standard of design and built quality, to a minimum useful life
of 50 years. This can be achieved by using the Infrastructure Design
Manual, now adopted by Golden Plains Shire (2016), as the minimum
standard for infrastructure design. This standard should now be
referenced within Amendment C87 GPLA.
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e Thatland release is restricted to ensure the designated development is
providing building opportunities appropriate to Inverleigh’s stated
moderate growth goal of 27 homes per year. This should be controlled by
staged releases of land over this period and should also be referenced
within Amendment C87 GPLA.
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AMENDMENT C87gpla — INVERLEIGH STRUCTURE PLAN

SUBMISSION FORM —The impact on the sustainability and health of small scale intensive agricultural
businesses.

| am opposed to elements of Amendment C87 to the Golden Plains Planning Scheme for the
following reasons:

Inverleigh has a diverse group of intensive small scale agricultural businesses which, given a
situation where there is a lack of diversity in block sizes, are at an increased risk of a
decrease in their sustainability and health. Diversity in block sizes is essential to allowing
people the country lifestyle choice and encouraging the Council’'s own position of supporting
and promoting productive and sustainable agricultural and rural enterprises (See 3.9 Golden
Plains Rural Land Use Strategy). Examples of such businesses are as follows:

a. Berry Organicin Savage Drive Inverleigh, are a mid-sized family owned and operated
5 acre Berry Organic Farm, producing premium quality Certified Organic Berries.
Even though this is considered a non-traditional berry growing location, it has not
deterred this family from growing outstanding quality berries. These fruits are
renowned for their superior quality and flavour. Excess fruit is made into the Berry
Organic range of jams and chutneys which are all certified 100% organic. Certified
organic vegetables and other fruits may also be on offer.

b. Vortex Veggies is a 16 acre certified Australian Demeter Biodynamic family owned
and operated market garden since 1997, in Weatherboard Road, Inverleigh. They
have consciously remained a manageable size operation so as to remain hands on in
all areas of production and to maintain the integrity and quality of their produce.
ABC TV’s Landline featured this Inverleigh business on the 18™ August 2019. With
rezoning in Weatherboard Road to LRDZ areas after the broiler farm closes in 2020,
it will result in most of that Road being surrounded on 3 sides by homes.

c. Leighgrove Olivesis a family owned and operated boutique olive grove, located on a
picturesque stretch of the Barwon River. The 4500 tree olive grove is producing
extra virgin olive oil of the finest quality. The cool climate conditions with a long,
slow ripening period, together with the rich pastoral soils, results in oil of
particularly deep, full flavoured characteristics. With more than ten different olive
tree varieties originating from Tuscany, Greece and Spain, the range