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Damien Drew

From: I

Sent: Wednesday, 22 September 2021 2:26 PM
To: Moyne
Subject: Amendment C70moyn

Dear Madam/Sir,

Re: Moyne Planning Scheme, Notice of the preparation of an amendment C70Moyn.

| write in my capacity as Business manager and on behalf of_ as the owner of the
I - i~ Purrim, I (<rorox. 2.36 ha)

It has been over a decade since- had a commitment from_ that this land
would be considered for rezoning, which would possibly enable the creation and subdivision of the excess- land
into smaller lots for sale.

is please to support this amendment on the grounds that the land,
has become extremely difficult to maintain
_ believes that it is thorough processes like these that encourages small towns like Purnim with a platform

to attract much needed new residents to rebuild the lost vibrancy these small communities once had. The subject land
is not valuable farmland, in that it is not used for farming for decades.

It is though larger scale farming and the lack of appropriately zoned land that declining populations in these small towns
have caused closures of school, post offices, general stores and country pubs which has resulted in a significant loss of
the sense of community.

| would like to commend the Moyne Shire for preparing this amendment and reiterate the full support from-
as the owner of the subject land in Purnim.

If you would like any further details, please don’t hesitate to make contact with me.

Warm Regards,

Business Manager
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AMENDEMENT C70 SUBMISSION

REZONING OF RURAL FARMING LAND TO RURAL CONSERVATION LAND

Name: [

Development address: G
I

Postal address: |G
I

RE: The rezoning of private land to the North and East of the Budj Bim National Park
from farming zone to Rural conservation zone Schedule 2

Firstly, we would like to acknowledge and thank both |l 2° I

for their time, stakeholder engagement and accessibility.

Even though as a directly affected landowner, the first correspondence about this
planning scheme amendment was via word of mouth from an agricultural neighbor in
the district. After our initial contact with |Jiiliithen our consultation with |
I \Who we were very approachable, positive, and sympathetic regarding our
concerns.
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1. What | like about the planning scheme amendments

Budj Bim National Park is an important heritage asset, and | am enthusiastic
about a sensible land buffer zone, which adds substantially to the ecological
integrity of the park.

Supportive of a buffer zone around Budj Bim National Park and the rezoning
of Non-Active Farmed Land to RCZ2 within the shires stated strategy aim of
“continued to protect the Shire’s valuable agricultural land”

2. What you do not like about the planning scheme
amendments

The rezoning of quality diverse productive agriculture land, that is of some
distance from the Budj Bim National Park boundary to RCZ2.

| feel in doing so increases resource and administration costs to the
freehold landowners and increases the need of permits and complexities
of which is in contrary to the said stated strategies aim of the, “continued to
protect the Shire’s valuable agricultural land” (Appendix B) and “avoiding the
need for unnecessary planning permit applications for land use” stated in the
explanatory report.

Our land which is being included in this proposed amendment is over approximately
1.2kims and 4.8kims from the national parks East and North boundary’s respectively
with both forest and private uncleared woodland between us and the Budj Bim
National Park. (Appendix map A — position of our land in respect to NP). Thus, there will be a
sizable land buffer already in place (as per objectives of the RCZ) without including
our small title that is on the far Eastern edge of the currently proposed buffer zone
which has been actively farmed for generations.

Our land is productive and strategic for stock during the worst of the winter months,
as the inclined treed area on the property protects the livestock from West and
Southerly winds and provides dry shelter from the harsh elements. It is also greatly
beneficial during the hot mid-summer months giving protection from sun exposure
and the frontage provides an extended period of green fodder (exceedingly high in
lambing rates and the excellent condition of cattle at these times of year is proof of
this)

Our land also houses our only undercover working fodder storage facility of which is
an all-weather access facility, strategic to our agriculture primary production.
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3. How | would change the planning scheme amendments

With respect to the far East side of the Budj Bim National Park, | would
proceed with the rezoning to RCZ2 of nonprimary agricultural
unproductive uncleared woodland (of which is all land directly West and
South-West of us) thus ensuring a sizable buffer for the National Park and
maintain the current FZ zone on productive strategic land of which includes
our allotment.

4. Why | would change it:

a.

Keeps in line with the C70moyn strategy of creating an effective buffer
zone to the East of Budj Bim National Park.

Keeps in line with C70moyn strategy to continue to protect the Shire’s
valuable agricultural land.

Keeps in line with C70moyn stated aims of avoiding the need for
unnecessary planning permit applications for land use. Maintaining
farming zone, the zoning prevents increased costs and complexities for
said agriculture land.

Keeps consistent with Moyne Land Capability and Biodiversity Studies
Project (2009) stated objectives

i. Rezoning this small title of partly uncleared agriculture land that
has been and still is extensively used for primary production

would be in contrary to these stated objectives. (Appendix C — page
62 of Moyne land capability and biodiversity studies project)

i. Rezoning this small title that has no wetlands or water course
would be in contrary to the decision guidelines stated in

schedule 2 to clause 35.06 for the proposed C70moyn (Appendix
D — schedule 2 to clause 35.06 Rural Conservation Zone — Conservation
Values)

iii. Planning tool that can be considered is to remain as Farming
Zone

State legislation including native vegetation clearance controls and
Clause 66 of the Victoria Planning Provisions in the Moyne Planning
Scheme protect stands of native vegetation on farmland.

On top of that, our allotment already has a Bushfire Management
Overlay and Heritage Overlay. Thus, RCZ2 zoning would be
unnecessary onerous.
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End of submission
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Moyne Shire Council Planning Department
PO Box 51

Port Fairy 3284

via E-mail moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

26 October 2021

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Moyne Planning Scheme

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comment in response to the Moyne Planning Scheme document
that sets out the vision and strategic direction for the municipality.

We also note and commend Council for leading the Key and Essential Worker Housing Supply Action Plan
to address the acute shortage of housing to support realisation of the growth potential that exists within
the region’s most significant industries of agriculture, renewable energy and tourism. This critical housing
shortage has been further exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic-induced interest in people seeking to
relocate to rural and regional Victoria. A failure to capitalise on this once in a generation opportunity will
fail to secure the skills and cultural diversity essential to the region’s economic and social development.

The Scheme enunciates a desire by Council to anticipate and respond to the needs of existing and future
communities with a focus on those towns where there is connection to larger towns. In view of all the
aforementioned factors, together with the growth in residential development demonstrated in Purnim, we
respectfully encourage Council to consider the merits of elevating the hamlet of Purnim for additional
Township and Rural Living zoned areas.

Our farm adjoins the proposed Township Zoned land contained within Amendment C70 and borders the
south-west side of |l Road, directly opposite the land zoned Rural Living and Public Park and
Recreation. We wish to express our interest in making available additional land adjacent to these areas to
further support the aims of Council and satisfy the current demand for new residential development,



Submission 7, Page 2 of 2

especially for Key and Essential Workers and those seeking to enjoy rural style living but within a 10-
minute drive of the region’s largest centre.

It may also be of interest to Council that the owner of the land adjoining ours on |||} N IIINNGGEIN. s
willing to see such development objectives achieved.

Please extend our appreciation to [}, with whom a meeting was held on Friday 22" October and who
was generous with his time and knowledge. We thank you for your time in considering our request and
would be happy to engage in further discussion if that would be useful.

Yours sincerely,
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27/10/2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy VIC 3284

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70
MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME

Dear Sir/Madam,

We act on behafofthe andowners of Y - - I

The above land is made up of_. All lots are established with pasture and are

used for low level grazing, other than - that contains the landowners principal place of
residence/dwelling.

SUBMISSION DETAIL

On their behalf, the following concerns are raised regarding the proposed C70 Planning Scheme

. The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy and its Addendum Report 2015 indicated that the
above land would be included in a Rural Living Zone as well as selected surrounding land that
already contain substantial rural living development. C70 is not consistent with the Zoning
outcomes from the Addendum Report.

. The strategic basis of the Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy Addendum Report was to also
limit rural living areas to protect immediate adjoining agricultural land uses west and south of
the subject site. The landowner agrees with the protection of larger farming operations in the
area that are located south and west of the subject site, but the line between those larger
farming uses and the existing rural living areas needs to be better defined.

. The expansive use of the Farming Zone 3 west and south of Koroit, with a 10ha area allowing a
dwelling without a planning permit will compromise and convert substantially more agricultural
land beyond what was proposed to be in the Rural Living Zone west and south of Koroit in the
Addendum Report.

. The use of the Farming Zone 3 should not be used west and south of Koroit. The Farming Zone
controls should remain unaltered to effectively protect those existing agricultural businesses.

. The subject land and some of the immediate surrounds have already been substantially
converted for rural living purposes and on that basis, it is more appropriate to have the subject
land and those selected surrounds located in the Rural Living Zone to acknowledge the existing

land use.
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. The subject land is already heavily fragmented from surrounding larger agricultural land uses
and will not effectively be able to be used in conjunction with larger farming operations as the
land parcels are not contiguous and if used for agriculture will likely increase the potential for
land use conflicts.

° C70 is not consistent with the Koroit Structure Plan, in that the Koroit Structure Plan contains a
plan that shows proposed rezoning of the subject land to the Rural Living Zone, and that the
Rural Living Zone should extend and effect land west of Duffus Street back to the Koroit Port
Fairy Road on the southern side of the Penshurst Warrnambool Road.

° Any proposals in C70 need to be consistent with the Koroit Structure Plan.

. Figure 1 below demonstrates the existing Rural Living development pattern west of Koroit, to
clearly articulate the above concerns.

. Figure 2 below provides the suggested extension of the Rural Living Zone 2 with respect to this
submission’s subject land and selected surrounds, which will ensure the following:

(o] Protection of larger existing agricultural farming businesses;

(o] Locating the most concentrated cluster of existing rural living development within the
most appropriate zone so that the Zone reflects the actual land use, while still allowing
for some limited growth of rural living uses within that limited area.

(o] Aligning the boundary of the two zones generally along road boundaries, rather than lot
boundaries to limit split zoning issues in the future.

SUMMARY

This submission seeks to:

. Remove the Farming Zone 3 from being applied to the area west and south of Koroit in its
entirety to effectively protect existing agricultural businesses.

. Extend the proposed Rural Living Zone 2 area west of Koroit as exhibited to also include land as
detailed in Figure 2 below.

Please contact me on_ or_ on _ or via email if you have any

guestions about the above submission. Any further correspondence regarding the amendment and

this submission should be directed to_

Yours faithfully,

!|!!!|!! |OWN PLANNING

B. Urb Plan & Dev. PGDIp RurRegPlan MPIA
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N

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL BUSINESSES (NORTH)

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL BUSINESSES (WEST)

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURAL BUSINESSES (SOUTH)

N

Figure 2 Context Plan — existing agricultural/rural living interface
Existing dwellings on lot of 2ha= shown in blue.

Approved dwelling, planning application for dwelling or land being sold for a dwelling on a lot of 2ha= shown in green.

Figure 1 Expanded Rural Living Zone area - shown in orange

Purpose- to encapsulate concentrated cluster of existing rural living development
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Thursday 28" October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
Planning Department
Po Box 51

PORT FAIRY VIC 3284

RE: Amendment C70 Submission

We would like to tender our submission opposing the C70 Amendment which is proposing to make
rezoning changes to private land to the north and east of the Budj Bim National Park from Farming
Zone to Rural Conservation Zone Schedule 2.

We understand that the aim is to protect the biodiversity values and/or provide a “buffer” to the
National Park and that the 40-hectare minimum lot size for this land is being retained.

However, the following arguments demonstrate our objection to any changes to the current
privately owned farming zoned land.

1. On the east side of the park, a large area of the land (which the National Park backs onto) is
owned by Traditional Owners or is a Native Vegetation Off Set site of which there is
approximately 800acres of this area along with a small section of crown land. Surely, this
provides more than an adequate buffer to protect the biodiversity values of the National
Park.

Fig 1 & 2 - Open, cleared improved pastures, any native vegetation was ploughed in 100 plus years ago.

2. Our block| NG \/hich has been in | family for over
100 years is not even near the National Park — being there is ||| Road and |

Il Road between the National Park and the Private Land- is all cleared and improved
pastures as per Fig 1 & 2 above. Why would it even be included as a “buffer” it isn’t even
adjacent to the park, and any native pastures were ploughed back into the earth long ago.
This is not a logical selection of land, and it should be removed from the rezoning schedule.
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3. We understand that the Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn has used the Land
Capability and Biodiversity Studies Project (Project) which was compiled by Jjjjjjij Partners
which was finalised in 2009.

Within this report, the Project itself states: “Application of the RCZ should be considered
only for areas of uncleared remnant vegetation adjacent to Mt Eccles National Park” (page
64).

Table 16: (Page 71 - 72)

This table puts arguments for and against changing the Farming Zone to Rural Conservation
Zone; “Application of the RCZ will make no practical difference as the environmental values
of the land are already protected by surface constraints and the basic in ability to use the
land for agriculture” — This statement is a false claim. The land has and is being used for
agriculture — it has been used for over a 100 years as farming land both within wooded areas
and open land. Within the Park itself there are many stone walls which were built by early
settlers as they grazed sheep and cattle in there during winter — where the bracken was
cleared and ryegrass sown, the stock thrived from the protection of the cold western district
winters. This is still being practiced today by some local farmers. It is hard ground to farm,
but to those who know what they’re doing, the reward is worth the effort.

Page 7 of the Project — “The purposes of these new zones are to:

e Recognise the State, regional and local importance of farming as an industry and provide
greater protection for productive agricultural land”. Moyne Shire Council should be helping
farmers to “recognise .... Farming as an industry and provide greater protection for
productive agricultural land”. Not just focus on Tourism in the region and what might be but
focus on what is and what will be in the future for a long time to come!

4. Our other concern is what will this change in the zoning do to our property valuation? Is
Moyne Shire Council going to adjust the rates accordingly?

In conclusion, we urge you to not approve this rezoning, it is an unnecessary change which will
negatively impact our ability to flexibly farm this land and devalue the land in circumstances where
the environmental significance can continue to be protected in other, less onerous ways. Please do
not approve this rezoning amendment.

Thank you.
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Mobile
I
email: I

Thursday 28" October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
Planning Department
Po Box 51

PORT FAIRY VIC 3284

RE: Amendment C70 Submission

We would like to tender our submission opposing the C70 Amendment which is proposing to make
rezoning changes to private land to the north and east of the Budj Bim National Park (Private Land)
from Farming Zone to Rural Conservation Zone Schedule 2 (RCZ2).

We understand that the aim of this amendment is to protect the biodiversity values and/or provide a
“buffer” to the National Park and that the 40 hectare minimum lot size for this land is being retained.

However, a change from Farming Zone — a zone that is strongly focussed on protecting and promoting
farming and agriculture, to a Rural Conservation Zone, must give adequate consideration to the
particular environmental characteristics of the particular area. We do not consider that this has been
done and wish to record our complete objection to this proposal.

This is particularly the case given that, while Rural Conservation Zones do contemplate the use of the
land for agriculture, in a Rural Conservation Zone, farming is subordinate to other land uses or the
environmental values of the land. This onerous obligation will be applied to all future farming use of
the land, in circumstances where the environmental characteristics of the area are already adequately
protected, and which we would assert, have also been mis defined by Council which has also failed to
identify any alternative and less onerous means of managing any perceived risk in this area.

For example:

1. On the east side of the park, a large area of the land (which the National Park backs onto) is owned
by Traditional Owners or is a Native Vegetation Off Set site of which there is approximately
800acres of this area. Surely, this provides more than an adequate buffer to protect the
biodiversity values of the National Park.
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2. The Private Land | has the Native Vegetation Off Set Site on one side and traditional
owners on the other, our block provides excellent protection to lambing ewes in winter as per Fig.
1 below:

FIG 1.

These ewes were single lambing maidens that marked at 94%, they had warmth, privacy, and
protection from the cold winter winds. To you this land might be just “scrub and stones”, but to
us, it's so much more! This land has been in |l family for three generations, we have
improved the pastures where we could and managed the land accordingly. What is putting a RCZ2
on the land going to achieve?

3. Our other block | hich is not even near the National Park — being there is |||
I Road between the National Park and the land - is all cleared and improved
pastures as per Fig 2, 3 & 4 below. Why would it even be included as a “buffer” itisn’t even adjacent
to the park, and any native pastures were ploughed back into the earth a 100 plus years ago, this
is not a logical selection of land and it, like the land mentioned above, should be removed from the
rezoning schedule.

Fig 2, 3 & 4 — Open, cleared improved pastures, any native vegetation was ploughed in 100 plus years ago.
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4. We understand from meeting with | BBl Vanager Planning, Building and Health and

I Strategic Planner that the Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn has used the Land
Capability and Biodiversity Studies Project (Project) which was compiled by ||| | | I \hich
was finalised in 2009.

Within this report, the Project itself states: “Application of the RCZ should be considered only for
areas of uncleared remnant vegetation adjacent to Mt Eccles National Park” (page 64).

Table 16: (Page 71 - 72)

This table puts arguments for and against changing the Farming Zone to Rural Conservation Zone;
“Application of the RCZ will make no practical difference as the environmental values of the land
are already protected by surface constraints and the basic in ability to use the land for agriculture”
— This statement is a false claim. The land has and is being used for agriculture — it has been used
for over a 100 years as farming land both within wooded areas and open land. Within the Park
itself there are many stone walls which were built by early settlers as they grazed sheep and cattle
in there during winter — where the bracken was cleared and ryegrass sown, the stock thrived from
the protection of the cold western district winters. This is still being practiced today by some local
farmers. Itis hard ground to farm, but to those who know what they’re doing, the reward is worth
the effort.

Page 7 of the Project — “The purposes of these new zones are to:

Recognise the State, regional and local importance of farming as an industry and provide greater
protection for productive agricultural land”, Moyne Shire Council should be helping farmers to
“recognise .... Farming as an industry and provide greater protection for productive agricultural
land”. Not just focus on Tourism in the region and what might be but focus on what is and what
will be in the future for a long time to come!

Our other concern is what will this change in the zoning do to our property valuation? If we want
to borrow against the land, and it has a RCZ2 the bank is not going to loan as much against the
land, limiting our borrowing capacity. Is Moyne Shire Council going to adjust the rates or pay us
compensation accordingly?

. And, finally, what about the bushfire risk, is Moyne Shire Council, going to assist with fire

prevention strategies to ensure that local residents adjacent to the National Park aren’t burnt out
in the future? Or assist in regular cold burns as have been conducted in the past?

The comment was made by Council Staff that applying the RCZ2 to the land which is currently being
farmed will have no impact on what we can farm or how we go about farming the land. If this is
the case, then why do it? Why not leave the land as a Farming Zone with its current conditions?
This is clearly not the case and, by making these comments publicly, Council is misleading those
who might otherwise also be concerned about these changes.

In conclusion, we urge you to not approve this rezoning. We have received 362 signatures to date on
a Change.Org petition supporting our request to stop the rezoning, these are attached. The rezoning
from Farming to Rural Conservation Zone is an unnecessary change which will dramatically and
negatively affect our ability to flexibly farm this land into the future and devalue the land in
circumstances where the environmental significance can continue to be protected in other, less
onerous ways.

Thank you.
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27t October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyn
RURAL HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

Dear Moyne Shire Council,

| write this submission to the proposed planning scheme changes proposed by amendment
C70moyn and am acting for the landowners ||| | I i this matter.

This submission is in relation to a large property located || NRENRNnNIGTN

described as ||| . s sitc is adiacent to [
I - ¢ 'and identified in the Port Fairy Structure Plan as
being proposed be rezoned to Neighbourhood Residential Zone as part of Growth Area A (to the
east), however this site has not been included in the changes proposed by that structure plan. The
southern part of the site is currently within the Low Density Residential Zone, with the northern part
of the site within the Rural Living Zone. This land is partially included within the proposed Rural
Living Zone Schedule 1 (RLZ1) in map 35 of the exhibited amendment, of which an extract is
shown below:

2621_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx1 of 4
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A planning permit application is currently being assessed for the subdivision of this property and
during the planning of this subdivision, there was some confusion over the minimum lot size
applicable to this land, with a contention that a 4ha lot size applied. As the RLZ1 proposed for this
site maintains the 1ha minimum lot size, this proposed change is supported as it resolves any
future confusion in interpretation.

Additionally during the planning of this subdivision, it was identified that the wording of the minimum
subdivision area provision in the schedule to the Low Density Residential Zone limits the lot sizes
created by this subdivision to 0.4ha (4000m?) even if reticulated sewerage services are connected.
This conflicts with the default provisions of the zone which allows minimum lot sizes of 0.2ha
(2000m?) if each lot is connected to reticulated sewerage.

The existing sewerage network servicing Port Fairy ends in the Princes Highway approximately
450m to the east of the site, and therefore is the possibility of this land being connected to
reticulated sewerage if practically and economically viable. It is considered that this would only be
the case if the site was able to be subdivided into lots of 2000m? under the current zoning, with an
amended schedule to allow this lot size. It is requested that the schedule to the Low Density
Residential Zone (Clause 32.03) be amended to remove the first line in the schedule which states
that ‘All land other than that specified below 0.4ha’. The removal of this line would allow the
standard zone provisions of 0.4ha minimum lot sizes for unsewered developments and 0.2ha
minimum lot sizes for sewered developments. The other existing requirement in the schedule which
deals with land in Mailors Flat would be unchanged and would remain in place. It is argued that
this change will allow more appropriate development of the Low Density Residential Zone
throughout the shire, providing for greater density of development where appropriate services are
provided. It is noted that there is a minimal amount of land which is affected by this change as it is
primarily this area in Port Fairy which has the possibility of being connected to the reticulated
sewerage network. A concept plan showing the development potential of allowing 2000m? lots is
shown below and also attached to this submission.

2621_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx2 of 4
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It is understood that this amendment does not propose to alter the Low Density Residential Zone
(LDRZ), however given the emphasis within the proposed Settlement and Housing Policy (Clause
21.05) on rural residential development on the peripheries of settlements and the clear nexus
between the RLZ and the LDRZ in providing similar forms of rural residential development, it is
submitted that this amendment should revisit the application of the Rural Living Zone and replace
it with the Low Density Residential Zone, especially in areas of higher growth potential and in
situations, such as this, where land is proposed to be in 2 zones. Indeed, given the application of
the RLZ to many areas of the municipality where large residential lots exist or are being developed,
a more considered approach to utilising the LDRZ instead of the RLZ is requested.

In summary this submission:

1. Supports the RLZ1 proposed to be applied to this land.

2. Requests to revise the schedule to the Low Density Residential Zone to support
sewered development of LDRZ land with 2000m? minimum lot sizes.

3. Requests the LDRZ be applied to the entire site, as an alternative to the application
of RLZ1.

4. Requests that council undertake further consultation and reviews to apply the LDRZ
rather than the RLZ in appropriate locations such as existing settlements and areas
which have growth potential.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely,

Licensed Surveyor - Director

2621_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx4 of 4
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27/10/2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy VIC 3284

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70
TO THE MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME

Dear Sir/Madam,

We act on behalf of_ who are the landowners of land at-

On their behalf, the following concerns are raised regarding the proposed C70 Planning Scheme
Amendment regarding their land described above. A plan of subdivision is provided to clarify the land
parcel.

. Amendment C70 seeks to alter the zoning of the land by locating the site within the Farming
Zone Schedule 2 (FZ2) and also partly located in the Farming Zone 1 (FZ1).

. The intent of the new FZ2 within the context of the current zoning of the land makes minor
alterations to the structure of the Farming Zone Schedules to ensure that the controls relating
to land size and land size for dwellings are more correctly connected to the Zone provisions
rather than the SLO Overlay controls. The landowner has no concerns with the intent of the
minor structural change of the planning provisions.

. This submission is a more administrative submission or correction as to how the FZ1 and the
FZ2 is applied to the subject land.

. The current Farming Zone 1 (FZ1) controls extend across the entirety of the subject land, while
the proposed Amendment C70 propose that the land will be located in two Zones, one being
the FZ1 and the other being FZ2.

. It appears that the boundary between the two Zones has been aligned based on the boundary
of the SLO5 and the SLO6 boundaries that intersect across the land, based on former lot
boundaries, that have now been consolidated into a singular title.

. We consider this to be a drafting/administrative matter and that a Zone boundary should not
be proposed that intersects through the middle of a title. A Zone boundary is better placed to
be located along a title boundary or ideally along a road boundary to avoid procedural
difficulties in the future. Figure 1 & 2 below details the current and proposed/advertised Zone
boundaries for clarity.

. The intent of the current controls for the subject land and the surrounds are to provide for
agriculture on lots generally with a lot size of 10ha, rather than the traditional 40ha minimum
lot size and from that perspective, the change that is being requested is consistent with the
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current zoning of the land. The only variation requested in this submission is to correct a Zone
boundary that is currently drafted inaccurately.

Please contact me on _ or_ or via email if you have any

guestions about the above submission. Any further correspondence regarding the amendment and

this submission should be directed to_

Yours faithfully,

OWN PLANNING

B. Urb Plan & Dev. PGDIp RurRegPlan MPIA
\/
Figure 2 - Current Zone & Overlay Extent Figure 2 Current exhibited FZ2 Extent
Subject land outlined in blue Subject land shown in red
FZ1 extent across whole site Zone boundary for FZ1 & FZ2 intersects the site

Overlay boundary SLO5 & SLO6 shown in red
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The document following this cover sheet is an imaged document supplied by LANDATA®,
Victorian Land Registry Services.

Document Type | Plan

Document Identification | PC379510Y

Number of Pages | 2

(excluding this cover sheet)

Document Assembled | 09/07/2021 12:37

Copyright and disclaimer notice:

© State of Victoria. This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except
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SECTION: Certification
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Moyne Planning Scheme — Amendment C70
Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (2010) and Addendum Report (2015)

Submission of EEEEEEGGEGEGE - 'andowners I

Introduction

This submission is made by | 2ndowners of NG
I in response to Amendment C70 (the Amendment) to the Moyne Planning

Scheme.

The Amendment under exhibition seeks to implement the findings and
recommendations of the Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement
Strategy (2010) (RHSS) and Addendum Report (2015) (the Addendum) to provide
strategic land use planning direction for the rural-residential development of the
Shire’s smaller townships, settlements and non-urban areas.

This submission seeks Council’s review and consideration for the proposed rezoning
of land from Farming Zone to Rural Living Zone on the eastern extent of Kirkstall, to
provide a long-term front for future rural-residential development. The proposal is
strategically supported and consistent with the vision and direction of the RHSS and
Amendment.

The proposal is for an area of approximately 18.6ha of land, which has primary
frontage to JiliiRoad, to be rezoned to the Rural Living Zone with a Tha minimum
lot size. A secondary option for a 2ha minimum lot size is also presented.

The submission will address:

- The proposal

- Subject site and surrounds
-  The RHSS and Addendum
- Public consultation

- Discussion

Whilst the merits of the Amendment are acknowledged and Council is commended
in seeking to support small township growth and coordinated rural-residential
development across the Shire, there is concern that the Amendment presents a poor
planning outcome and relies on outdated land supply data that lacks relevance.
Adoption of the Amendment will have a negative long-term impact on future
development opportunities in Kirkstall, in not providing for or identifying strategic
rural-residential land supply that is market ready and caters for current and future
needs.

The recent effects of COVID-19, combined with positive economic conditions, have
led to a strong uplift in the regional property market, influenced by both regional
migration and the retention of local population within the regions. People now want to
live in the country and rural townships, capitalising on the lifestyle benefits and
affordability that rural living has to offer.
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Council has a fantastic opportunity in promoting its small towns across the Shire and
continuing to attract and promote population growth. The Amendment’s lack of
recognition of these current housing and population trends will have a long-term
impact on the availability of rural-residential land supply, particularly for Kirkstall
itself.

It is requested that Council support and accept this submission by adopting the
Amendment with changes to include the proposed rezoning. It is essential that
Council’s current strategic planning provides for clear and realistic rural-residential
needs across each of its townships. This proposal presents and fantastic opportunity
to support the sustainable growth of Kirkstall on a site with limited constraints and in
a well-planned manner.

If the submission cannot be supported through the Amendment, we request that
Council make a commitment to further strategic planning for Kirkstall in the short-
term, to respond to current planning policy direction, land supply and development
trends, in the aim to support the township’s growth and meet the requirements of
future housing needs.

The Proposal

The proposal specifically seeks Council’s support to rezone approximately 18.6ha of
land located on | from Farming Zone to Rural Living Zone — with a
1ha minimum lot size for a dwelling and subdivision.

The subject land is located within the Farming Zone and provides a logical future
rural-residential development front on the eastern extent of Kirkstall.

Rezoning of the land would release future rural-residential land supply, with
approximately 1ha (and above) allotments to be subdivided utilising the strategic
location of the site with three road frontages. It is estimated that the rezoning would
provide for between 12-18 new rural-residential lots for housing.

Alternatively, implementation of a 2ha minimum lot size would deliver an
approximate lot yield of approximately 5-9 new lots.

The Rural Living Zone presents as the most appropriate outcome for the property
which adjoins land within the Township Zone of Kirkstall on il Road, providing
for a logical and well-planned transitional rural-residential area to surrounding
farmland.

The proposal also includes suggested rezoning of | 'ocated I
I hich was previously subdivided

from the subject land and contains an existing dwelling. This is a rural-residential
property with an approximate area of 2ha.

Figure 1 provides an aerial plan of the site and area of proposed rezoning.

Figures 2 and 3 outline the extent of the land proposed to be rezoned, which
has a frontage to | of approximately 648m

e
and depth of 277m along both | his part of

the property adjoins the existing Kirkstall Township Zone.
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Figure 1. Proposed RLZ Aerial Plan

Figure 2. Proposed RLZ Planning Zone Map
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Figure 3. Proposed RLZ Planning Zone Map (excluding Lot 1 PS 748216)
Subject Site and Surrounds

Subject Site

The subject site has an overall area of approximately 46ha and is located within the
Farming Zone.

The site is used for agriculture (beef cattle) and does not contain an existing
dwelling.

The site has an irregular shape as a result of previous subdivision and with its
boundary to | i the south-east corner. Direct road frontage is provided

to I Road, I Rcad and il Road, each of which are existing

sealed roads.

The site has primary frontage to il Road, which provides existing access to
residential properties along the eastern extent of Kirkstall.

The site is relatively flat and slightly decreases in gradient towards the south-east to
the existing waterway, which is the natural flow of drainage.

There is no major infrastructure or buildings on the property and it is predominantly
covered by pasture and fenced to support its existing use for agriculture.

No Section 173 Agreement or other restrictive covenant applies to the land.

Photos of the site are provided in Appendix 1.
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Surrounding Area

The site is located on the | cXxtent of Kirkstall and directly adjoins the
existing Township Zone, which contains properties with dwellings and associated
outbuildings, predominantly used for residential purposes.

Kirkstall is a small rural township located approximately 7km west of Koroit and
26km north-east of Port Fairy. The town is largely comprised of rural-residential
properties on lots sizes of >0.2ha and includes a pub, community hall and
playground.

Kirkstall is a short 5-minute drive to Koroit and approximately 20 minutes to both
Warrnambool and Port Fairy, making it a township with increasing popularity for
lifestyle residential development.

Kirkstall township contains a number of old Crown Allotment and parish plan titles
which have not been developed as reticulated sewer is not available and properties
require on-site wastewater management systems. Many lots individually are too
small to contain on-site wastewater.

North, east and south of the subject site the land is located within the Farming Zone
and is used for mixed purposes. The prevailing land use within the area is for
agriculture, however, there are a number of small rural-residential properties which
adjoin the site, containing existing dwellings and not associated or connected to
agriculture. One (1) rural-residential property fronts il Road, three (3) have

frontage to | Road and one (1) is located at NG
.

The subject site itself if predominantly bounded by small lots containing dwellings
and used for rural-residential purposes not connected directly with agriculture.

I R oad provides direct road connection back through to Koroit.

The I Waterway runs along the eastern boundary of the site in a
southerly direction from its wider drainage catchment to the north.

I of the site is a former piggery with associated buildings and
infrastructure, located approximately 250m away from the site’s northern property
boundary. This property is now used primarily for grazing animal production (sheep
and beef). More broadly, there is no major agricultural infrastructure within proximity
of the site — the closest dairy being approximately 1.8km south-east of the site.

Figure 4 provides an aerial plan of the subject site proximate to the Kirkstall township
and road network.
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Figure 4 — Township and Site Locality Plan
Kirkstall Township
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RHSS and Addendum Report

A substantial amount of time has elapsed since preparation of the RHSS in 2010 and
the subsequent review and Addendum Report in 2015, which was adopted by
Council. The Amendment relies on development figures and land supply data from
no later than 2014 and is based upon an outdated planning policy framework that
does not reflect current strategic and policy directions.

Since adoption of both reports, and more recently as a result of COVD-19 influencing
regional population trends and an uplift in the regional property market, a lot has
changed and market ready land supply is being purchased and developed faster
than ever before. There is strong and growing demand for rural-residential land as
an attractive lifestyle option for those seeking to move to the regions or shift away
from standard residential living and housing estates within regional centres such as
Warrnambool.

A price squeeze, affordability and a lack of suitable and affordable housing options
that meet changing needs is leading to a shift in focus to small rural townships and
settlements as providing future residential and rural-residential opportunities. This
has been evidenced recently in a number of Moyne Shire towns — Cudgee, Mailors
Flat and Winslow as a primary example.

The RHSS sought to establish a settlement hierarchy and identified Kirkstall as a
village with deferred growth potential. It was recommended that land north-west of
the town be investigated to be rezoned to Low Density Residential Zone to manage
land capability constraints.

The Addendum reviewed Kirkstall and its recommendations by completing a basic
land supply and development trends analysis, resulting in the proposed LDRZ
recommendation being removed and no further zoning or growth changes planned
for the town. Growth potential was identified as low and the planning framework for
the town not altered. Ultimately, this means that there is no long-term future growth
or development direction for the township and only infill development will occur.

The use of such outdated development and land supply data, no more current than
2014, to guide planning recommendations for the Amendment is flawed and will lead
to a poor and ill-considered planning outcome. The Amendment does not take into
account the current context, strengths, issues or opportunities of Kirkstall and Moyne
Shire rural townships more broadly.

In relation to Kirkstall, the Amendment provides no short or long-term growth
potential, which will significantly constrain future housing growth and diversity within
the town.

Between Koroit and Kirkstall there has been high recent demand for rural-residential
properties to be developed, which the Amendment aims to reflect. Even outside of

these areas and within Kirkstall itself, the demand for housing has been high and the
last 1-2 years has seen many properties purchased and developed, or going through
that process. These new dwellings are bringing people into the Shire, but even more
importantly, supporting the sustainability and economic viability of these towns. Until
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changes influenced by COVID-19, many of the Shire’s rural townships and
population overall were declining, a trend that needed to change and no one wanted
to see continue.

The absence of any future rural-residential strategic direction and rezoning for
Kirkstall to support its growth, is a major issue with the Amendment and will lead to
unprecedented negative outcomes for the town if new development is not supported.

Instead of the Amendment seeking to reduce the minimum lot size within the Koroit-
Kirkstall area to 15ha for a dwelling, as outlined in Option 6 of the Addendum, a
much better planning outcome would be to provide a clearly designated rural-
residential growth area for Kirkstall and seek to protect existing productive and high-
quality farmland. Agriculture is the primary contributor to the local and regional
economy within the Shire, which must be protected and promoted for agricultural
use. Instead, the Amendment seeks to encourage the growth of rural lifestyle
properties within an existing farming area which will undermine viable agricultural
production.

A further issue with the Amendment and Addendum is the suggestion that Kirkstall
has 72 years of available land supply to be developed. This figure again is based
upon outdated data and does not take into account land ownership, development
constraints such as wastewater, housing demand or long-term strategic direction for
the town.

Kirkstall is identified as having development constraints due to land capability and
small lot sizes, so to suggest that there is 72 years of residential land supply in the
town is misleading and incorrect. By subsequently making strategic planning
decisions on this basis, prejudices the town’s growth by not being based upon
accurate analysis, which leads to innapropriate land use recommendations.

The growth potential being identified as low for Kirkstall is only because it has been
referenced in the RHSS and Addendum in this way. The market demand and
characteristics of Kirkstall as a commuter town, located 5 minutes from Koroit and 20
minutes from both Warrnambool and Port Fairy, has changed substantially since the
Addendum was adopted. It is vital that Council recognise this in its strategic planning
and having regard to this proposal. Kirkstall is now a town which boasts new housing
and has strong potential for growth if supported by Council through rezoning,
delivering of market ready land to meet current demands.

Public Consultation

It has now taken over ten (10) years since adoption of the original RHSS and six (6)
year since adoption of the Addendum for this Amendment to come to fruition. It is
unfortunate the Amendment has taken so long to get to this point.

An important component of community acceptance and understanding of any
strategy or plan is adequate, targeted and relevant community consultation. Given
the elapse of time since the Addendum was adopted by Council before preparing the
Amendment, both the RHSS and Addendum should have been reviewed check their
currency and strategic alignment, to ensure findings and recommendations were still
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relevant. This review process should have incorporated a community consultation
process to engage with affected landowners and residents, contributing to the
delivery and implementation of a more robust and accurate strategy that plans for
long-term rural-residential needs.

Community consultation has not been used to inform any review or preparation of
the Amendment and this is a significant shortfall. With regard to Kirkstall, the
Amendment does not reflect what is occurring on the ground or has the potential to
be delivered by way of good strategic planning outcomes.

Discussion

This submission has been prepared to request that the Amendment be changed to
support the proposed rezoning of land on the eastern extent of Kirkstall from
Farming Zone to Rural Living Zone.

The requested rezoning provides a logical and coordinated rural-residential
development front supporting the future growth and development of Kirkstall, but
also promoting an improved land use planning outcome, as opposed to ad-hoc and
continued pressure for dwellings within the Farming Zone.

The proposal represents and land use planning outcome that will deliver a vital long-
term rural-residential development opportunity for Kirkstall, rezoning approximately
18.6ha of existing land from Farming Zone to Rural Living Zone with a 1ha minimum
lot size. This has the potential to deliver between 12-18 new rural-residential lots
which are unconstrained and can be developed.

The subject land is elevated and does not present any land capability constraints,
whilst providing adequate buffer distances to adjoining productive farmland to
adequately manage land use conflict. There is no major agricultural infrastructure
nearby the site which the rezoning and future development would affect or conflict
with.

The subject land also presents a low bushfire risk which complies with Clause 13
planning policy directions within the Planning Policy Framework, given the
surrounding site and landscape features. The rezoning will deliver a development
and settlement expansion of Kirkstall that will not exceed a Bushfire Attack Level
(BAL) of 12.5, ensuring a low-risk planning outcome.

The site does not hold any other landscape significance or ecological value, whilst
the area of the proposed rezoning is not included within an area of cultural heritage
sensitivity in accordance with the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018.

Pending the rezoning outcome to Rural Living Zone, the future subdivision of the
land would be presented to Council as a planning permit application, to be
accompanied with subdivision design and layout plans and supporting planning
reports and technical assessment, including a land capability assessment.

A secondary proposal is presented within this submission for Council’s
consideration, to increase the proposed Rural Living Zone minimum lot size to 2ha,
delivering between 8-10 new rural residential lots (subject to subdivision design).
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This is not the preferred option as a 1ha minimum lot size would ensure an adequate
supply of rural-residential land to meet Kirkstall's short-medium term needs.

If the proposal cannot be supported by Council through the Amendment, it is
requested that Council provide a short-term commitment (within the next two (2)
years) for budget allocation to undertake a strategic planning review for Kirkstall to
provide long-term land use planning direction. This proposal would be presented
again for Council’s consideration as a logical and valuable rural-residential
opportunity supporting housing growth and new development.

In our view, if the Amendment is not changed and the rezoning supported, the
resultant outcome will have a major negative impact on Kirkstall, where infill
development is currently constrained due to land ownership and land capability. The
land supply and development trend figures presented within the RHSS and
Addendum are inaccurate and have led to poor planning recommendations.

COVID-19 has seen a strong push for rural-residential development within the Shire
through regional migration and population retention. Now is the right time for Council
to capitalise on this opportunity to support future township growth and housing
development in Kirkstall, not only enhancing sustainability and liveability, but
supporting Council’s population growth and adding to its rate revenue base.

Conclusion

For the reasons outlined in this submission, we respectfully request that Council give
due consideration to our proposal to rezone part of our land from Farming Zone to
Rural Living Zone with a 1ha minimum lot size.

The proposal will deliver a new rural-residential development opportunity in Kirkstall
which will attract housing growth and support township sustainability, whilst
consequentially helping to promote overall population growth within the Shire.

Kirkstall presents a fantastic opportunity for tree-changers, new homeowners or
residents looking for a lifestyle change, and given its location and proximity to Koroit
as the primary service town, the proposal will provide a strategic planning outcome
that is consistent with the vision of the RHSS of supporting rural-residential
development whilst protecting productive agricultural land.
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Appendix 1
Site Photos

Photo 1 — Subject Land viewed from [Jjjjij Road
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Photo 2 — Subject Land viewed north from jjjiiijRoad (including road and
grass verge)
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Photo 3 — Subject Land viewed east from ] Road
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Photo 4 — JlllliRoad viewed north
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Photo 5 — Subject Land viewed south from il Road
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29% October 2021

To Moyne Shire Council
Councillors, Planning Officers, CEO

response to
Moyne Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn.

I -t il October meeting discussed the proposed C70moyn in how it effects Hawkesdale and the email sent
by Planning officer || I o~ 27 September. AtJJj November meeting a report was given of a private meeting
between I - I

B s @ result wishes to slightly amend [ submission re proposed siting of rural living zone from the south
east corner to the south end adjoining Dawson St. Everything else including reasoning remains the same.

B cail explained the State government and DELWP position of having to reduce the Rural residential
proposal previously shown to [Jilifdue to the amount of what they consider available land already existing in
town.

I rosition is still quite strongly that the Moyne Shire should lobby and work towards returning to the town
boundaries to what they previously were.

In relation to the plan for Hawkesdale as on the DELWP website it is noted that there are 2 farming paddocks
included in the proposed Rural residential Zone and yet the section of town in the south east corner with lots set up
from when they were previously in town have again been ignored. It seems as though a simple line has been drawn
with no understanding of what the current land use is. JJJJi] does NOT want farming use compromised.

At the worst-case scenario for the time being, the relevant lots currently used for stock should be removed from the
rural residential zone and the same area of land heading south along Dawson St, beginning at the corner of Church St
and Dawson St be included.

s rly wants the best chance for current blocks that are now outside the town boundary to be presented
as viable and easy to develop housing blocks for a rural town setting. In the current climate there would not be a
better time to advertise such blocks on the market. For the sake of the town’s economic survival growth needs to be
encouraged not thwarted as the current practices are doing.

In the longer term |l urges council to lobby local state members of parliament to intervene and have what
appears as “one case suits all” changed so differing communities can have their own situations taken into account.

Regards
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From: I

Sent: Friday, 26 November 2021 3:06 PM

To:
Subject: h planning amendment C70moyne response reply_

From:
Sent: Friday, 12 November 2021 5:41 PM

To:
Subject:= re planning amendment C70moyne response reply_

Hi

would like to add thatl supports the proposal about to be presented by-. | have seen it and the letters of support from landowners who
would not sell or subdivide in the area put forward as rural living. This | am told was discussed in the recent meeting at Hawkesdale with _

_ | would appreciate if this email be added to- submission.

Thanks for taking these submissions on board.
Regards

rrom: I

Sent: Friday, 12 November 2021 11:10 AM

To:
Subject: RE:= planning amendment C70moyne response

Hi

| have received- original and amended submissions.

Thanks very much for contributing to planning process.

Kind regards
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Strategic Planner

MOYNE SHIRE COUNCIL

PO Box 51 | PORT FAIRY | VIC | 3284 | DX 28402
P - I -
E - I

For more information about Moyne Shire, visit www.moyne.vic.gov.au

& Please consider the environment before printing this email.

Privacy Statement
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the named addressee. If you are not the intended recipient of this message

you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message without prior authority is prohibited. If you receive this email in error please
delete the email and any attachments from your system and advise the sender by return email. The Moyne Shire Council respects the privacy of individuals.

From:
Sent: Friday, 29 October 2021 12:15 PM

To:
Subject: RE:=re planning amendment C70moyne response

Hi Damien,
Please find attached_response from. monthly October meeting re C70moyn amendments. Also attached a rough diagram of changes to

C70 in a worst case scenario.
Regards
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25 October 2021

Director Planning and Economic Development
Moyne Shire Council

PO Box 51

Port Fairy 3284

Re Amendment C70moyn

I have been consulted by several residents of Curdievale who are concerned that their
village on the banks of the Curdies River does not appear to have been considered as
part of the C70 Amendment process. The explanatory memorandum names 22 small to
medium sized townships within the Shire of Moyne where rezoning is recommended
to provide improved guidance and direction for rural residential and rural living
development.

I am informed that Curdievale currently includes over 20 residences and a functioning
hotel, the Boggy Creek Pub and may be the only settlement of this size which has not

been considered for rezoning. As a consequence, the residents feel disadvantaged and

unfairly treated.

Curdievale is somewhat unusual however since it is divided by the Curdies River with
the eastern side of the town falling within the Shire of Corangamite, while the western
side is in the Shire of Moyne. Once this town had a School, a Post Office and a Saw
mill but the question may now be raised, does it have a future?

It would be unfortunate if through the political chance of Curdievale’s location
covering two Planning Authorities that this most attractive small town would be left
without a planned future and denied the opportunity for any planned growth.

There appears to be no planning reason why Curdievale should have been ignored
during the C70 process and I would urge Council to give serious consideration to
Curdievale’s future by examining the current zoning in a similar way that other
settlements have been reviewed throughout the Shire.
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In my submission, this examination would need to include consideration of the
following;

e The continued appropriateness of broad scale farm zoning which covers the
whole settlement on both sides of the Curdies River.

e The desirability of rural residential and rural living options within a kilometer of
the core of the settlement represented by the Boggy Creek Pub.

e The need to protect the Curdies River from farm and other nutrient run off
which causes algae blooms downstream in the estuary and the need for buffer
protection for its banks.

In summary Curdievale, just like other small to medium sized townships in the Shire
needs a plan for its future. It is an extremely attractive and desirable location with a
functioning hotel at its core where growth opportunities need to be planned and
managed sustainably in accordance with the responsibilities of its Planning
Authorities. It would be essential for the task to be undertaken in cooperation with
Corangamite Shire. The potential cooperation of the two Planning Authorities to
achieve a revised structure plan for Curdievale should be examined by Council.

I would be happy to discuss the planning opportunities and challenges of Curdievale
with Council including any suggestions for the involvement of Corangamite Shire.

Attached is a google aerial image of the Curdievale Township and a plan of current
lots and Planning Scheme Zone.
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urdievale

——
Curdievale current allotments and zone.

The township
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The current schedule to the Rural Living Zone lists the minimum lot size for subdivision and for use
of land for a dwelling as 4ha. The proposed change to RLZ3 maintains these minimum areas and
other permit requirements. The use of multiple schedules in the zone makes the identification of
land use controls simpler and is supported. However it is noted in the proposed Clause 21.05 the
statement that:
Rural residential development and rural living on small lots is provided for under both the
Low Density Residential Zone and the Rural Living Zone. There are areas zoned for these
purposes mainly associated with existing settlements on or around their fringes. However,
there are areas zoned for this form of development that have an excess supply or have
not been taken up for development whereas other areas of land zoned for farming
purposes are under pressure for small lot development unrelated to agriculture. There is a
need to rationalise the locations for rural residential and rural living through zoning and
subdivision lot size to better reflect and manage the demand and supply of land for this
form of land use.

In particular, the comment regarding lack of development of Rural Living Zone land appears to
pertain to this area of land proposed to be included in the RLZ3 with a minimum lot area of 4
hectares. It is contended that this area, being quite large for rural living purposes, is effectively
placing a brake on development of this area of Rural Living Zone land as this lot area is generally
considered to be excessively large for domestic landscape management techniques while being
unviable to for small scale agriculture, especially given the topography of this area being comprised
of undulating stony rises interspersed with low lying flood prone land. The Rural Living Zone does
allow for creation of lots less than the zone minimum where one of the following clauses can be
met:
e The subdivision is the re-subdivision of existing lots and the number of lots is not increased.
e The number of lots is no more than the number the land could be subdivided into in
accordance with a schedule to this zone.
o The subdivision is by a public authority or utility service provider to create a lot for a utility
installation.

However, pre-application advice from Moyne Shire Council has indicated that under the current
planning scheme an application to create lots smaller than the zone minimum of 4ha utilising the
2" dot point would not be supported as there is not a strategic basis for creating lots less than 4ha
in area in the planning scheme. It is contended that a subdivision creating smaller lots which are
designed to reflect the site topography and larger lots to allow for continued agricultural activities
(especially on lower lying flood prone land) would result in greater take-up of the smaller Rural
Living lots while supporting continued appropriate agricultural activities to manage the balance of
the land.

While it is contended that such an approach of facilitating a context responsive subdivision of
diverse lots should be supported by council and could be approved under the current planning
scheme, it is considered that this amendment gives a significant opportunity to improve the
development potential of this area by either:

¢ Including strategic support for subdivisions utilising the 2" dot point of the RLZ into the

planning scheme, supporting improved subdivision design, possibly through the
development of a new zone schedule which allows greater flexibility in subdivision design

2820_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx2 of 3
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to allow a mix of lots with diverse areas to be developed following the site topography and
other features; or

e Altering the land to be zoned RLZ3 on the outskirts of Port Fairy to be in the RLZ1 (1ha
minimum lot area). Such an alteration would be a simpiler change than that proposed
above and allow subdivision of smaller lots, however it may not allow for a more nuanced
assessment of development and its response to the site context, however it this case, the
flood overlay controls would be likely to ensure much of the site is retained within a larger
lot.

From review of the current planning scheme, the Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy and the
Land Capability and Biodiversity Study, there does not appear to be any obvious reason that has
guided the application of the 4ha minimum lot size to this area and it is assumed to be a relic of
previous planning decisions, possibly from the old Belfast Shire. It is submitted that a significant
improvement in the development of this area would be facilitated by the inclusion into the scheme
of a local planning policy to further guide development in the Rural Living Zone. Of the proposed
amendments to the planning scheme, it appears that only Clause 21.07 provides a proposed
strategy which guides development in this zone (as the RLZ is a rural zone), however this strategy
is primarily focused around the Farming Zone not the Rural Living Zone. As detailed earlier, it is
requested that a specific local policy be prepared to guide development in the Rural Living Zone
which will have greater regard to providing flexibility in subdivision design to respond to site
features, topography, land capability and existing infrastructure. This could include provision for lot
size averaging or creation of smaller lots where capacity for wastewater treatment etc can be
demonstrated.

In summary this submission:

1. Supports the introduction of multiple schedules to the Rural Living Zone.

2. Requests the development of a new schedule to the Rural Living Zone which
facilitates the subdivision of land into a diverse range of lot sizes responsive to the
site context and setting; or

3. Requests that the land be included in the RLZ1 not the RLZ3.

4. Requests the preparation of a local planning policy or strategy to guide subdivision
of smaller lots in the Rural Living Zone utilsing the 2" dot point of Clause 35.03-3.

5. Undertake new strategic planning studies as the original RHSS reports are now 10-
11 years old.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely,

2820_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx3 of 3
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27t October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyn
RURAL HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

Dear Moyne Shire Council,

| write this submission to the proposed planning scheme changes proposed by amendment
C70moyn and am acting for the landowners i in this matter.

This submission is in relation to a property located on the

Itis described as ||| . This site is currently within the Farming
Zone and C70 proposes to change the zoning of this land to Rural Living Zone Schedule 2 (RLZ2).
The site is in map 37 of the exhibited amendment, of which an extract is shown below:

It is submitted that the proposed amendment to RLZ2 for much of the land surrounding Koroit will
not assist in supporting growth and encouraging development in this area between Crossley, Koroit
and Kirkstall which has attracted much interest in residential development over the last decade and
has supported by the regeneration of Koroit with tourism & hospitality, agricultural services and
other businesses being established and/or improved. It is considered that this proposed
amendment will effectively lock in the current level of population and do little to assist the growth
and development of the communities of Crossley, Koroit and Kirkstall. The continued growth of this

2787_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx1 of 4
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area will support the continued regeneration of the Koroit township through adding to the district
population and bringing the associated benefits a larger and more involved population can supply
to the local community and the wider shire.

Analysis of the current vacant lots with dwelling potential (as many, especially to the east of Koroit
— Port Fairy Road, are quite small and may not be able to contain waste-water treatment) and the
amount which could be further intensified for future development through subdivision to create
additional lots. This analysis is of the area shown on the plan below and is summarised in the
following table and is based upon the proposed re-zoning to RLZ2.

1 - Penshurst
Road

3 — West Port
Fairy Road

2 — East Port
Fairy Road

2787 _C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx2 of 4
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Proposed RLZ2 development capacity analysis

Area Vacant Potential Dwellings Potential

Lots (subject to permit) New Lots
1 — Penshurst Road 1 1 1
2 — East Port Fairy Road (small lots) 14 9 0
3 — West Port Fairy Road 7 7 1
4 - Lowery Road 1 1 0
Totals 23 18 2

Given this analysis it is requested that that the application of the RLZ2 be re-considered and instead
the Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ) be applied to this area. The application of the LDRZ
would much more appropriately reflect the density of settlement and land-use patterns in this area
while supporting appropriate continued growth and development of this area. Under the proposed
RLZ2 the future development potential is limited and will be unlikely to take significant pressure off
nearby agricultural land for residential development. Indeed, discounting the land to the east of the
Koroit - Port Fairy land, there is capacity for only 9 new dwellings to be developed, which may
further reduce depending on waste-water and drainage requirements being satisfied. The land to
the east of the Koroit — Port Fairy Road contains a large number of small lots and is also adjacent
to the western edge of Koroit with the associated infrastructure available in this area. The
application the RLZ2 to this area will needlessly limit the growth of Koroit and the not make use of
the urban infrastructure (sewerage, water supply etc) available in this area. The application of the
LDRZ to this area, with a revision of the schedule to support sewered development, will provide
more appropriate growth in this area.

To guide appropriate development of buildings, landscapes and infrastructure, it is submitted that
that the Design and Development Overlay be applied to ensure that development respects the
landscape qualities which exist in this area, including the Tower Hill rim and more open landscapes
to the west. Such an approach would mirror the planning controls which apply to the Model Lane
precinct on the eastern outskirts of Port Fairy which has developed into a sought-after location for
peri-urban residential living. The range of lot sizes in this area, retention of small-scale agricultural
pursuits and establishment of substantial amounts of re-vegetation and landscaping have been
encouraged by the application of the Design and Development Overlay to this area and has led to
the establishment of this area as an excellent template for this style of development.

It is further submitted that Moyne Shire Council should review the underlying strategies
underpinning this amendment. The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy dates from 2010, with
an addendum report adopted in 2015. Both these documents pre-date the Koroit Structure Plan
which remains under consideration by council and is dated 2019. Given the time elapsed since the
RHSS strategy was prepared and the significant changes to population growth in that time, it is
requested that council delay further action on progressing this amendment until a new RHSS can
be developed and prepared subject to further public consultation.

2787_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx3 of 4



18, Page 4 of 4
I
I
I
I

In summary this submission:

1.
2,

Opposes the RLZ2 proposed to be applied to this land.

Requests that the LDRZ be applied to these areas to better reflect the large number
of smaller lots in this area and support future development in keeping with the
character of the area.

Requests that a Design and Development Overlay be applied to the area to guide
future development in these areas with appropriate landscaping, building setbacks,
lot areas and building siting.

Requests to revise the schedule to the Low Density Residential Zone to support
sewered development of LDRZ land with 2000m? minimum lot sizes.

Requests that council undertake further consultation and reviews to apply the LDRZ
(with associated DDO) rather than the RLZ in appropriate locations such as this and
other existing settlements and areas which have growth potential.

Undertake new strategic planning studies as the original RHSS reports are now 10-
11 years old.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact

me.

Yours sincerely,

2787_C2_Planning Scheme Submision.docx4 of 4
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wednesday, 3 November 2021 12:17 PM
Moyne
Amendment C70 Submission

Re: Proposed Moyne Panning Scheme Amendment C7Z0moyn Rural Housing & Settlement Strategy

We wish to express our objection to the proposed changes to the Hawkesdale Town Boundary from Farming Zone (FZ)
to Rural Living Zone (RLZ) for the following reasons;

The potential effects on future business ventures which currently do not apply under the farming zone, it
appears that the ‘new’ rural living zone is not conducive to new business within the RLZ and will in fact
deter people from moving to Hawkesdale. It is more likely, if objections to our current business occur, that
curfews and other restrictions may also apply, if so, this could be restraint of trade to our current
businesses.

The RLZ allows for the removal of planning permits to erect a dwelling, but the building requirements seem
to be much stricter regarding the type, colour, construction, size of the building etc. If
residents/landholders require a shed or other outbuildings to be built on their property, a planning permit is
required and may not necessarily be granted. We feel given our current business situation this would not
be ideal as we may need to build further machinery sheds in the future.

Currently the height of grass is only an issue with property within the town boundary. If we feel the grass
on our property is getting out of control during the fire danger period or creating other hazards, we bring
more stock on to the property to clear the grass quickly, but also ensuring we still have adequate feed to
accommodate stock during the summer and autumn months. If the RLZ changes and possible changes to
local laws occur it is unclear if it will restrict the ability to continue to do this.

At present, we are able to burn fallen trees and branches on the property (subject to CFA compliance), if the
change proceeds it is unclear if this will be able to continue which will make it difficult to clear the property
of debris.

Currently under local laws FZ does not require a permit to keep working dogs and farm cats housed on the
property, we are concerned the change to RLZ will impact the local laws and restrict the number of animals
kept on the property resulting in added costs and the need for a permit, which may or may not be granted.
It is also unclear as to whether it will be a requirement or not, but currently it is optional to have kerbside
garbage collection at the front gate, which we wish to continue the option to decline kerbside garbage
collection as it is an added cost and we prefer to deliver personally to the transfer station when it is
convenient for us as we have farms which produce rubbish which we need to deliver to the local transfer
station anyway. By using the local transfer station, we are helping to keep a local in work as a transfer
station attendant.

What will if any, be the implications for storing fuel in the RLZ, currently fuel for the local school buses is
stored in Hawkesdale.

Can it be guaranteed that there will not be any detrimental effects to current property valuations changing
to RLZ from FZ given the extra restrictions of the RLZ. Our property valuation in Hawkesdale decreased by
$65,000 in the 2019/2020 to 2020/2021 year without explanation.

We understand that whatever we are doing under the FZ, the status quo would remain if the land is rezoned to RLZ, but
there is always the possibility that as the zoning and possibly local laws change, objections could be expressed with no
guarantee that the objection would be dismissed.
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Most people move to country areas for the lifestyle, with animals and extra space to pursue hobbies and interests with
the ability to erect shedding, outbuildings, stockyards etc, not just to have a single house on a block of land. It appears
there is no guarantee, (although you may be able to build a dwelling), that any other improvements to the property will
be allowed. To our knowledge we do not know of any planning permits in the farming zone being refused in the past 28
years which we have lived in Hawkesdale and can’t understand the necessity for the change.

The known implications of the proposed zoning change are quite vague and we believe need to be considered in
conjunction with the local laws to ascertain the real impact, (assuming the current FZ local laws will no longer apply).
Until it is known what, if any, changes will be made to the local laws within the RLZ, only assertions, not informed
decisions on the proposed zone changes can be made, only then, can the impact on landholders/residents, many of
which may not currently be aware of, can be established.

After perusing the limited information available on the proposed changes, aside from the change to planning permits
for new dwellings, we fail to see any real benefit to Hawkesdale or ourselves, to change the proposed area from FZ to
RLZ. If the zoning change is to proceed, we strongly request that our property be excluded from any change from the
current farming zone to rural living zone.

Thank you for considering our concerns,
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3 November 2021

Strategic Planner
Moyne Shire Council
Princes Street

PORT FAIRY VIC 3284

Our Ref: REQ001238

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70 - EXHIBITED

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response in relation to proposed planning scheme amendment
C70 (the Amendment), referred to the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) via email on 9 September
2021.

Ministerial Direction 19

Ministerial Direction 19 (MD19) requires planning authorities to seek early advice from EPA when
undertaking strategic planning processes and preparing planning scheme amendments that may
significantly impact Victoria’s environment, amenity and/or human health due to pollution and waste.

EPA notes that the planning scheme amendment is currently on exhibition. It appears that EPA’s advice
was not sought in accordance with MD19 prior to seeking authorisation for this Amendment and therefore
this response is not considered an MD19 response.

That being said, EPA provides the following advice.
Our Understanding of the Proposal

EPA understands the Amendment seeks to provide an improved strategic framework and planning
controls, which will guide the use and development of agricultural land, rural living development, and the
growth and development of the Shire's smaller settlements, by:
e Implementing the settlement, housing and land use recommendations of the Moyne Warrnambool
Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (2010);
e Incorporating the outcomes of a strategic review of the above strategy and study, and Addendum
Report (2015);
e Rezone land from the Farming Zone (FZ) to Rural Living Zone (RLZ) and Township Zone (TZ); and
e Make other consequential changes to the Pyrenees Planning Scheme.

EPA’s advice was not previously sought in the preparation of the Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and
Settlement Strategy or the Addendum Report which the Amendment seeks to implement.
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Planning Scheme Amendment VC203

Planning Scheme Amendment VC203 (gazetted on 1 July 2021) updated the Victoria Planning Provisions
(VPPs) to integrate the planning system with the new environment protection framework which
commenced on 1 July 2021.

These changes updated the VPPs to align with the Environment Protection Act 2017 and associated
subordinate legislation to enable greater prevention and mitigation of risks to human health and the
environment.

Potentially Contaminated Land

The updated framework for the management of potentially contaminated land was also introduced under
Amendment VC203, including the updated Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO), Planning Practice Note 30
— Potentially Contaminated Land (DELWP, 2021) (PPN30), and Ministerial Direction No. 1 (MD1).

EPA takes this opportunity to remind Council of the requirements of MD1 and PPN30 in considering land
to be used for future sensitive uses. It is important that Council is aware of its obligations to satisfy itself
that the environmental conditions of land proposed to be used for a sensitive use are, or will be, suitable
for that use, in accordance with MD1.

The Amendment proposes to rezone land from Faming Zone (FZ) to Rural Living Zone (RLZ) and Township
Zone (TZ), however specific addresses are not identified.

EPA highlight that the risk of contamination associated with agricultural land is sometimes overlooked.
PPN30 now identifies that consideration should be given to the potential for specific contaminating
activities occurring over time for agricultural land, including commercial use of pesticides (including
herbicides, fungicides etc), biosolids application to land and farm waste disposal. Furthermore, PPN30
identifies these activities to have a ‘'medium’ potential for contamination.

For sites which have a ‘medium’ potential for contamination under PPN30 and the proposed zoning of the
land allows sensitive uses to be established, PPN30 now recommends a Preliminary Risk Screen
Assessment (PRSA) to determine the need for audit, or the environmental audit option applies.

Farming Zone Interface

The proposed rezoning of land as part of this amendment may result in a new interface with existing
farming zoned land and agricultural activities.

Clause 13.07-1S Land use compatibility of the Planning Policy Framework aims to protect community
amenity, human health and safety while facilitating appropriate commercial, industrial or other uses with
potential adverse off-site impacts.

Many land uses have the potential to produce off-site impacts, such as noise, dust and odour. EPA takes
this opportunity to remind Council of the need to give adequate consideration to the presence of existing
agricultural activities, including the need for the establishment and maintenance of separation distances
to both minimise the potential for offsite human health and amenity impacts such as odour, dust and
noise, and protect the farming industry from encroachment of sensitive land uses.
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Separation Distances

As mentioned above, the purpose of separation distances is to protect sensitive land uses from adverse
amenity and health impacts from air emissions such as odour, dust, and noise. They also protect industry
and farming from encroachment where the impacts from activities such as industrial facilities or intensive
animal industries on nearby sensitive uses can constrain the full operation and sometimes ongoing
viability of those industries.

EPA’'s Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions (Publication 1518, March
2013) includes recommended separation distances for specified industry types. These apply to off-site
odour and dust emissions that have the potential to impact on human health and welling. The separation
distances do not consider noise, vibration, ambient and hazardous air pollutants.

The amendment documents do not refer to any specific agricultural/industrial uses that have a
recommended separation distance in Publication 1518, however the document does seek to highlight the
need to protect and maintain farming zoned land for agricultural purposes against smaller subdivisions
and the development of sensitive uses within farming zoned land. EPA supports this objective.

EPA has identified a quarry located within the proposed rezoning in lllowa West. From aerial images of the
site, it appears the quarry is not operational. However, EPA highlight to Council the need to ensure any
required separation distance is implemented if the quarry is still operating. Publication 1518 indicates a
specific separation distances dependant on the operations permitted at a quarry (i.e,, whether blasting is
taking place or not).

Additionally, EPA highlight the proposed rezoning of land from FZ to RLZ in Yarpturk. This land abuts the
Warrnambool Airport, and it appears that there has been no consideration of potential noise impacts.
Council should ensure any amenity impacts which may be caused by the airport on sensitive uses, and
vice versa, are understood and addressed. This may be done through planning permit requirements.

Encroachment and Land Use Compatibility

A key principle of the Warrnambool Rual Housing and Settlement Strategy Report (the Strategy) is
'potential conflicts between agriculture and other land uses will be minimised’. A second principle seeks
to discourage approval of settlement and housing in agricultural areas.

Another key concept applied through the Strategy is ‘settlement boundaries’, which intend to clearly
define the allowable area for residential (rural living) use and development. These intend to consolidate
growth within the boundaries and identify that any rezoning beyond these boundaries is strongly
discouraged and would require exceptional justification to be approved.

EPA supports these approaches, which will assist in addressing encroachment issues on existing
agricultural activities and minimise land use conflicts that may arise from locating future sensitive uses
within proximity to agricultural land.

Other Matters

The Explanatory Report states that the Amendment is consistent with MD1 as:

‘The Amendment does not re-zone any land that is used, or known to have been used, for industry,
mining, or the storage of chemicals, gas, wastes or liquid fuel.’
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EPA takes this opportunity to remind Council of the requirements of the updated MD1 and the updated

PPN3O0 in considering rezoning land to allow for sensitive uses. Council should ensure the appropriate
steps have been taken in accordance with PPN30 to satisfy themselves that the land is or will be suitable
for its intended use.

Further, the Explanatory Repot does not address Ministerial Direction 19. EPA understand that the reports
and strategies which the amendment seeks to implement were completed prior to Ministerial Direction 19,
however this should still be addressed.

Additionally, EPA highlights that the reports and/or strategies included in this amendment are outdated,
noting that the strategic review and addendum report was completed six years ago. Council should
ensure that all report and strategies are in line with the new Environment Protection Act 2017 and
subordinate legislation.

Conclusion

Whilst EPA supports the steps identified to protect existing agricultural land, we have taken this
opportunity to provide comments regarding the amendment which are summarised as:
e Recognise the importance of maintaining separation distances to all agricultural/industrial
activities with adverse amenity potential;
e Ensure potential contamination has been considered in the context of the new framework
including the updated MD1 and PPN3O0;
¢ Note the time elapsed since the completion of the reports and strategies proposed to be
implemented through the amendment, and changes which may affect these including the new
Environment Protection framework; and
e Support the importance of maintaining agricultural land for agricultural purposes, and limited
sensitive uses being developed in these areas.

If our assessment is not aligned with your view of the environmental risks, or if the proposal is amended,

please contact Planning Officer [N o NS

Yours sincerely,

Team Leader, Strategic Planning Advisory
Development Advisory
Environment Protection Authority Victoria
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Submission to the Mo ne Shire re:-

Amendment C70moyn, which is proposing to rezone some land in Hawkesdale to the Rural Living
Zone —-Schedule 1.

Submitters

I - -

Both of

Mobile Phones

We would like to submit reasons for the Re zoning of Hawkesdale to Residential to take into
consideration our landholding in Hawkesdale.

_.779HA. Refer to Township Map

History.

We are members of families that have lived in Hawkesdale for many years.

- grandfather wning land in Hawkesdale in the 1920’s. Illlfather continued
to live on this land until his death. Jlillbrother now lives on this land.

B o ther owned —in the late 1920’s.

We have lived in our present home in Hawkesdale since 1981.

. [
1982,

We bought it with the intention of building upon it in the future. And as an investment. Build on title
9 and if needed to sell lots 10 and 11 to finance the build.

We undertook a plan in the early nineties with a view to build but due to interest rates and limited
income this was not possible.

We were not aware of the changing of the zoning in the township of Hawkesdale which moved the
boundaries.

Reasons for maintainin our Lots in the Rural Livin cate o

We would like to live on the property in the future and have the option of selling lots I
finance this if needed,

We are both in the process of retiring and the implications of the rezoning will impact greatly on our
plans and our future wellbeing.
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Having the land zoned for agricultural production is not viable or a consideration for us as it was
never intended for that purpose.

Such a small holding would not be a consideration for mainstream agricultural purposes

The argument that there has been little demand on land for housing constitutes a reason to
implement the policy as mooted is a false argument. People cannot acquire land if it is not put on
the market for sale. If one invests in the future it takes time to eventuate. A long term vision not
short term as outlined in the reasons for zoning.

Our thoughts after consideration of the documents vision for Hawkesdale and how it can be greatly
enhanced if the whole of the township as was planned (Boundaries of Cemetery Road, De Grandis
Road, Irving Street, Noremac, Warwillah Road and Ryan’s Road) be reinstated

Hawkesdale

Hawkesdale is an established settlement located on the Penshurst-Warrnambool Road. Facilities
include education for pre to secondary school, swimming pool and some sporting facilities, community
centre, family services, ambulance, general store and hotel, but it does not have reticulated sewerage.
Itis zoned Township comprising 0of47 hectares with some lots falling outside of the Township Zone area.
There are vacant lots within the Township Zone, and the town is well placed to accommodate workers
commuting to Warrnambool and those from nearby energy based projects, including wind farm
developments. The settlement does not have reticulated sewerage, therefore wastewater disposal has
the potential to pose a constraint for development.

Vision

Hawkesdale will remain a village with low growth.

We do not believe this is the case given the amount of new buildings and housing uptake in recent years.

The demand for land and housing in surrounding towns not just the larger towns of Warrnambool, Port
Fairy and Koroit.

With the prices for land and housing in these locations Hawkesdale represents a viable option to acquire
cheaper land for building.

You cannot grow a township if you minimize the amount of land available.

Given the observation “, and the town is well placed to accommodate workers commuting to
Warrnambool and those from nearby energy based projects, including wind farm developments” there
1s an even stronger argument for the Zoning of all the township as residential.

Growth on large lots around the edge of the Township Zone should be encouraged.

Why not inside the boundaries of the original township

Residential development should be encouraged within and adjacent to existing serviced areas

within the settlement boundary to protect adjoining farmland and to ensure that the environment

of the area is not compromised.

Given the building regulations that requires compliance for the construction of housing,

For example with stringent environmental sewerage requirements this will not be a problem.

Management: Code of Practice - Onsite Wastewater Management (Publication 891.4, 2016) until a
waste management strategy is developed and implemented to provide sustainable wastewater

treatment and disposal infrastructure.

As mentioned above all building regulations (environmental regulations for septic infrastructure) are
strictly observed before a occupancy approval is granted
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Develo mentshouldenhanceandsu orttheke communi and business serviceso Hawkesdale.

The develo ment and im lementation o townsca e lans should be encoura ed.

This would be greatly advanced with the development of existing blocks through the release of land
for housing

The continued operation of existing recreational and community facilities is supported.

Local area im lementation

The vision or Hawkesdale will be im lemented b :

De inin a settlement boundag

This would be greatly enhanced if the vision was to return to the planning of the original town planners.
See attached map.

Finally

At the moment little development can be undertaken on the Penshurst Warrnambool Road as there is no
land zoned Residential at the moment.

To drive into a township with housing on both sides of the highway within the boundries of Hawkesdale
would give the impression to observers that this is a place to live, a town that is vibrant and of
substance. A place to live to visit and utilise the secondary school, swimming pool and some sporting
facilities, community centre, family services, ambulance, general store and hotel. As stated in
the vision.

It is with a great deal of passion that JJilland | submit this document and hope that it will be

regarded favourably.

Thanking you for your consideration,

Si ned 4 of November 2021
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In reply please quote: D2021/057267

5 November 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy, Vic 3284

Amendment C70 Submission

Thank you for providing Wannon Water the opportunity to comment on Moyne Shire
Council’s Planning Scheme Amendment C70.

Wannon Water is an active stakeholder in the growth and development of our region and as
such takes a high level of interest and participation in planning for growth for our
communities. It is fundamentally important to have sustainable delivery of our water and
sewerage services and to keep creating value for our customers and communities. To help
our region fulfil its potential we make the following comments regarding the details around
the planning amendment:

Any lot division less than one hectare (10,000m?) will see greater requirements for water
and sewer services. As lot density increases the cumulative impacts on the environment will
need to be considered in terms of wastewater impacts as well as drinking water supply and
groundwater extraction for private use. Septic tank effluent contamination to groundwater
and waterways needs to be considered for towns within Moyne shire.

Wannon Water is concerned about the current management of onsite wastewater systems
throughout our region and consider that increased density in unsewered areas will mean
less effective management and monitoring of this domestic infrastructure. We would like to
see results of proactive monitoring across the region for failing on-site domestic wastewater
systems.

Wannon Water would prefer that increasing development within the Moyne shire occur
where there is the infrastructure to support the appropriate level of density.

Amendment C70moyn proposes to:
Implement the settlement, housing and land use recommendations of the Moyne
Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (2010) and Addendum Report
(2015), to provide an improved strategic framework and planning controls, which
will guide the use, and development of agricultural land, rural living development,
and the growth and development of the Shire's smaller settlements.
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WANNONWATER

The proposed changes include:
Rezoning land from Farming Zone to Rural Living Zone at Grassmere, Hawkesdale,
Koroit (west and south west), Crossley, lllowa, Killarney, Southern Cross, Tower Hill
and Woolsthorpe.
Rezoning land from Rural Living Zone to Farming Zone at Caramut and Nullawarre.
Rezoning land to the Township Zone at Garvoc, Nullawarre and Purnim.

o Wannon Water are concerned that this will increase densities of domestic
wastewater systems on lots that cannot contain the load. Land Capability
Assessments should be completed for all new developments at this zone
that are not connected to reticulated sewerage systems. Examples of areas
where this development has gone unchecked is around the Mailors Flat
area, where lots that contain medium to heavy clay soils and are less than
0.4Ha are downslope of existing development. The waterlogging in that
area is expected to be replicated in other areas without the appropriate
planning controls.

Rezoning land from Farming Zone to Rural Conservation Zone adjoining the Budj Bim
National Park.

Reducing the minimum lot size for dwellings and subdivision in the Farming Zone in
the designated ‘lifestyle farming’ area around Bushfield, Grassmere and Wangoom.
Reducing the minimum lot size for dwellings in the Farming Zone in the designated
‘lifestyle farming’ area around Koroit, Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill.

Increasing the minimum lot size for dwellings and subdivision within a designated
area in the Farming Zone south of the Princes Highway, between Rocks Road and to
the east of Gormans Road, at Killarney and Tower Hill.

We look forward to working with Moyne Shire Council to achieve our purpose and strategic
direction: beyond water for strong communities. We believe that using our inherent
capabilities in partnership with other organisations to create new value is a strategic
direction worth embarking on. We look forward to further discussions around future
planning of these growth areas.

Yours faithfully,

Manager Asset Planning

Address PO BOX 1158 Warrnambool VIC 3280 Email info@wannonwater.com.au
Phone 1300 926 666 DX 28029

wannonwater.com.au

ABN 94 007 404 851
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4* November

Submission for Hawkesdale (Moyne) Planning Scheme

Hawkesdale is a beautiful little town with a strong sense of community. There are native strands of
Manna gums and other indigeneous natives that add to the beauty of its surroundings. There is a
prep to year 12 School, a beautiful and popular swimming pool, Apex Park, a picturesque racecourse
reserve, post office/general store, historic hotel, an active CFA, CERT etc. HADDAC are active in
maintaining its charming and natural surrounds. As such, it would be a popular town for those
looking for a tree change, or a place midway between Warrnambool and Hamilton for those
partners who may work in each city. There is even stronger interest now due to the pandemic. We
need more residents to support the school, local businesses, CFA and other active community
groups. However, any vacant land within the township is tightly held and not offered for sale but
rather grazed as small paddock holdings.

We have experienced the wonderful community of Hawkesdale and all the features that this small
township offers. JJjjjj and | have lived |l Hawkesdale for 45 years. Our four children
attended Hawkesdale P12 College, played in many of the local sporting teams and have gone on to
successful careers, with fond memories of growing up in Hawkesdale.

In that time, the Hawkesdale community has not grown much as few blocks of land and houses have
gone up for sale. Any allotments or houses that have been put up for sale have sold quickly in the
last two years.

The new proposals for the subdivision feature rural land that is tightly held by a couple of families
who we know wish to keep it that way as they wish to leave the land to their children and
grandchildren. Therefore they do not want to sell the vacant blocks. There are holdings of land both
south and north of Hawkesdale whose retiring owners are looking to and willing to subdivide and
sell in the near future but cannot due to its current zoning.

Three of these blocks belong to my husband and I and are on the ||} NN Ha\kesdale
within the speed limits of the town. Originally, these three blocks were part of Hawkesdale township
but the boundaries were shifted to the other side of JJjjjjj Street. They are classified as farming
zone and a buffer zone and are on the corner of ] Street and St eet, with the |
Il bcing directly opposite. They are part of the town. Each of the three blocks are on separate
titles and are 1ha in size. This means they are too small to be farmed yet suited to being lifestyle
blocks for families who would like to build and raise their children in Hawkesdale. We have had
interest from prospective buyers to purchase the blocks with the view of building a home on them.
They feature beautiful mature manna gums and good shelter belts. The blocks are already fenced
and border existing roads — [l Street, I Street and I Street. There is power to
the blocks meaning that the infrastructure is already in place. There is an existing house
neighbouring the south side of the properties. The 3 blocks of land are 1.2km away from the
boundary of the property which will host wind towers with the closest planned wind tower being
2kms away.
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It is hoped that you will consider including these beautiful three blocks in the zone of rural living as
this is what they are ideally suited to.
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Strategic Planning Team
Moyne Shire Council

PO Box 51

Port Fairy VIC 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.qov.au

Dear Team,
Submission C70moyn — Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy

Your planning scheme amendment is overly complex due to a significant mismatch between the
proposed changes (rezoning & policy changes) to the Moyne Planning Scheme, and the
strategic documents informing the proposed changes.

For example, in many cases the proposed rezoning and schedules do not match any of the
recommendations in the strategic documents.

Further, the proposed changes and strategic documents do not appear to respond to relevant
matters expected to be addressed in an amendment having regard to Planning Practice Notes,
Ministerial Directions, and the Moyne Planning Scheme.

The above matters have made it extremely time consuming and confusing to consider the
amendment and have any confidence in the proposed changes.

As a resident of Moyne Shire, | oppose the amendment due to concerns that the proposed
changes to the Moyne Planning Scheme will result in negative changes to the character and
amenity of the Shire, place future residents and property in danger of fire and flood, and impact
on agricultural land and the economy.

Further, the amendment is likely to compromise the future orderly planning of towns in the
Moyne Shire, specifically Koroit.

| am also concerned the amendment may result in the unplanned diversion of community and
infrastructure priorities in a manner that could impact on existing residents.

My concerns are outlined in more detail in the following pages.

| believe the Moyne Shire will need to tackle rural housing and settlement into the future with a
multi layered approach (see Clause 71.02-3 of the Moyne Planning Scheme). Be prepared for
more consultation with your communities, listen to what they need — there are many voices to
be considered - we need to move beyond the single voice calling for more rural housing. It is the
role of planning to balance this single call against other important priorities. Regrettably, | don'’t
feel this amendment achieves this.

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission.

Yours faithfully,
-


mailto:moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au
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Issue 1 - Landscape

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

1.1

lifestyle farming area (minimum lot size of 10 hectares for dwellings — the Farming
Zone Schedule 3) at Koroit-Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill, respects valued
attributes of the rural landscape and scenic values

rural residential development (minimum lot size of two hectares for dwellings and
subdivision — the Rural Living Zone Schedule 2) to the west and south-west of
Koroit, on the western side of the Tower Hill State Game Reserve, and within
the ‘Dairy Town’ subdivision at lllowa, respects valued attributes of rural
landscape and scenic value.

rural residential development (minimum lot size of two hectares for dwellings and
subdivision — the Rural Living Zone Schedule 2) in Southern Cross, respects
valued attributes of rural landscape and scenic value

rural residential development (minimum lot size of one hectare for dwellings and
subdivision — the Rural Living Zone Schedule 1) in Survey Lane and Towilla Way,
respects valued attributes of rural landscape and scenic value

reducing the minimum setback from a Road Zone Category 1 from 100 metres to
50 metres in Schedules 1, 2 and 3 of the Farming Zone is adequately
addressed, particularly in relation to character and visual amenity.

Background and context

15.01-1S Landscapes

The objective of this clause is to protect and enhance significant landscapes and open
spaces that contribute to character, identity, and sustainable environments.

Strategies include:

Ensure development does not detract from the natural qualities of significant
landscape areas.

Improve the landscape qualities, open space linkages and environmental
performance in significant landscapes and open spaces, including green wedges,
conservation areas and non-urban areas. Recognise the natural landscape for its
aesthetic value and as a fully functioning system.

Ensure important natural features are protected and enhanced.

15.01-6S Design for rural areas
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The object of this clause is to ensure development respects valued areas of rural
character.

Strategies include:

e Ensure that the siting, scale and appearance of development protects and
enhances rural character.

e Protect the visual amenity of valued rural landscapes and character areas along
township approaches and sensitive tourist routes by ensuring new development is
sympathetically located.

e Site and design development to minimise visual impacts on surrounding natural
scenery and landscape features including ridgelines, hill tops, waterways, lakes and
wetlands.

In addition to the above, Clause 21.03 identifies the following relevant factors
influencing future planning and development

o The importance of landscape character to the economy of the Region and the
need to relate new development to landscape character.

o The importance of containing township development within defined boundaries,
and of managing development on the fringes of townships so that it enhances the
character of the town’s landscape setting.

o The need to retain the dominance of the landscape between townships and avoid
ribbon development.

o The importance of views of the landscape from road corridors, and the need to
control and manage development that is highly visible from main road corridors
and principal tourist routes.

o The need to retain the dominance of the landscape from key viewing locations
throughout the Region.

Planning Practice Note42 — Applying Rural Zones
The Practice Note reinforces the need to protect and enhance landscape values.

1.2 Discussion

The strategic documents and Explanatory Report that underpin the Amendment contain
no analysis of the rural landscape and impacts of the proposed re-zoning, and reduction
of minimum setback from a Road Zone Category 1 from 100 metres to 50 metres in
Schedules 1, 2 and 3 of the Farming Zone.

State planning policy places a clear onus on Council to manage the rural landscape.

Council’s local policy acknowledges that the rural landscapes of Moyne Shire are facing
increasing pressure for development. It recognises the importance of ensuring the built
environment does not dominate the landscape qualities in non-urban area.
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It is submitted that houses in a rural environment can represent one of the most visible
indicators of rural landscape change. Houses that are suitable for urban areas can look
out of place and inappropriate in rural settings. It is also typical for rural residents to
construct large sheds (machinery sheds, industrial scale sheds, barns etc), which can
intrude into views and vistas.

It is noted that the amendment will allow the following physical changes:

o ‘Lifestyle farming’ at Koroit-Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill will facilitate up to
42 dwellings without a planning permit.

e The rural residential living areas to the west and south-west of Koroit, on the
western side of the Tower Hill State Game Reserve will facilitate up to 28 to 30
additional dwellings.

e The ‘Dairy Town’ subdivision at lllowa will allow an additional of 8 to 10 dwellings.

e The rural living area at Southern Cross will allow an additional 7 to 9 dwellings.

e The rural living area at Survey Lane and Towilla Way, Killarney will allow an
additional 5 to 7 dwellings.

These are not insignificant physical changes in a rural context.

It must be noted that the exclusion of land from a Significant Landscape Overlay does
not negate the need to consider impacts on the landscape.

It is disappointing that no attention has been given to the physical process of landscape
change and preferences towards accommodating new housing development in the
nominated rural areas. Such assessment should include analysis of the physical and
visual elements of the landscape, (such as topography, land use, water form, vegetation
cover and patterns of settlement), and pattern of viewing, community and other
identified values, landscape change and sensitivity to change, opportunities and threats,
management considerations, preferred future character, and landscape management
objectives and guidelines.

It is also disappointing that Council has not demonstrated the benefits of reducing the
minimum setback from a Road Zone Category 1 from 100 metres to 50 metres of
Schedule 1, 2, and 3 of the Farming Zone. It is submitted that the character of highway
and main road corridors are important elements of the appreciation of the Shire’s rural
and semi-rural areas, especially for visitors who come to the shire to experience its
landscapes and vistas, and do this predominantly from moving vehicles.

The current requirement of 100 metres responds to state and local policy of the
planning scheme. It provides separation between development and lot boundaries and
facilitates an open space feel, defines a pattern of development, and protects the
amenity of adjacent land. How can this be simply changed without justification?
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1.3 Conclusion

The proposed changes to the planning scheme are not based on an understanding of
the variable landscapes in Moyne Shire.

Council needs to demonstrate to the community that the proposed changes to the
planning scheme will not alter rural areas in a manner that changes valued attributes of
the rural landscape and scenic views and outline preferred future character. In the
absence of this information, Council should not proceed with this Amendment.
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Issue 2 - Bushfire

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

e bushfire is adequately addressed, particularly in relation to settlement planning

2.1 Background and context

Clause 13.02-1S applies to all land within a designated Bushfire Prone Area (BPA),
subject to a BMO or proposed to be used or developed in a way that may create a
bushfire hazard.

The objective of the clause is to strengthen the resilience of communities to bushfire
through risk-based planning that priorities the protection of human life.

Strategies for settlement planning include:

o Directing population growth and development to low-risk locations, being those
locations assessed as having a radiant heat flux of less than 12.5 kilowatts/square
metre under AS 3959 - 2009 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire-prone
Areas (Standards Australia, 2009).

e Ensuring the availability of, and safe access to, areas assessed as a BAL-Low
rating under AS 3959 - 2009 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire-prone
Areas (Standards Australia, 2009) where human life can be better protected from
the effects of bushfire.

e Ensuring the bushfire risk to existing and future residents, property and community
infrastructure will not increase as a result of future land use and development.

e Achieving no net increase in risk to existing and future residents, property and
community infrastructure, through the implementation of bushfire protection
measures and where possible reduce bushfire risk overall.

« Assessing and addressing the bushfire hazard posed to the settlement and the
likely bushfire behaviour it will produce at a landscape, settlement, local,
neighbourhood and site scale, including the potential for neighbourhood-scale
destruction.

o Assessing alternative low risk locations for settlement growth on a regional,
municipal, settlement, local and neighbourhood basis.

e Not approving any strategic planning document, local planning policy, or planning
scheme amendment that will result in the introduction or intensification of
development in an area that has, or will on completion have, more than a BAL-12.5
rating under AS 3959-2009 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire-prone
Areas (Standards Australia, 2009).
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Clause 13.02-1S also lists factors to be considered as part of bushfire hazard
identification and assessment.

Clause 71.02-3 requires integrated decision making to address aspects of economic,
environmental, and social wellbeing affected by land use and development. Within this
context, the clause requires planning authorities to balance conflicting objectives in
favour of net community benefit and sustainable development, however in bushfire
affected areas the clause requires the protection of human life over all other policy
considerations.

PPNG64 notes that planning authorities need to address any relevant bushfire risk when
preparing a planning scheme amendment.

2.2 How does the Amendment respond?
The explanatory report states:

The proposed Amendment does not seek to re-zone land within areas of identified
bushfire risk affected by the Bushfire Management Overlay or bushfire hazard areas
identified in the Barwon South-West Region Regional Bushfire Planning Assessment.

The Amendment does not seek to remove or modify any existing provisions, which
relate to the management of bushfire risk. The Building Regulations 2006, through
application of the Building Code of Australia, will continue to apply bushfire protection
standards for building and works within designated bushfire prone areas.

Accordingly, it is not expected that the changes included in the Amendment will cause
any increase to the risk to life as a priority, property, community infrastructure and the
natural environment from bushfire hazard.

The views of the Country Fire Authority (CFA) were sought prior to authorisation of the
Amendment. It was noted by the CFA that the proposed rezoning are not affected by
the BMO and are not in areas of elevated bushfire risk. Notice of the Amendment will be
given to the CFA to again seek their views through the exhibition process.

2.3 Discussion

The explanatory report states the Amendment does not propose to re-zone land within
areas of identified risk affected by the BMO or bushfire hazard areas identified in the
Barwon hazard areas identified in the Barwon South-West Regional Bushfire
Management Planning Assessment 2012.

This explanatory report assessment is simplistic at best and not satisfactory to justify
the Amendment.

The BMO should not be used as the sole indicator of where bushfire matters need to be
considered — refer to Practice Note 64.
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Further, the Barwon South-West Region Regional Bushfire Planning Assessment 2012
is out of date and does not acknowledge the change in bushfire risk overtime for Moyne,
of particular note, the high wind event of 17 March 2018 (St Patricks Day bushfire). This
specific event is testament to the significant impact that bushfire can produce.

While Council has consulted with the CFA, this is only one aspect of many factors that
are required in the assessment of bushfire hazard and risk. No Council should act
based on consultation alone, without appreciating all the matters that have been
considered and whether there are any gaps in the qualifications behind the advice.

The Amendment proposes rural residential development and lifestyle farming (an
increase of around 150 dwellings, with a net population increase of 360) within
areas designated BPA. As such, Clause 13.01-1S requires Council to explore whether it
is appropriate to encourage this outcome in the context of bushfire risk.

The wording of Clause 13.01-S sets a ‘high bar’ and in this instance the onus is on
Council to demonstrate compliance.

No supporting bushfire information appears to have been completed to determine
whether the exposure benchmarks referred to in Clause 13.01-1S can be met.

It is noted the strategic documents that underpin the Amendment have been prepared
prior to the current policy at Clause 13.02-1S being in place. However, this does not
explain why bushfire has not been considered as an important issue in the preparation
of the Amendment, noting bushfire has been a significant issue for Moyne for a long
time.

The Moyne Shire Municipal Fire Management Plan outlines the following bushfire risk
rating for settlements affected by the Amendment:

Settlement Bushfire Risk
Grassmere

Hawkesdale

Kirkstall Extreme
Koroit

Crossley Very High
Tower Hill Very High
Southern Cross No risk rating
Survey Lane & Towillla Way, Killarney Extreme
Woolsthorpe

Note, Bushfield has a risk rating of Extreme in the Warrnambool City Council —
Integrated Municipal Fire Management Plan.
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24 Conclusion
Bushfire consideration takes precedence over all other policy considerations.

Council needs to demonstrate via bushfire hazard assessment that the proposed
changes to the planning scheme will not put residents or property at risk of bushfire or
the amendment should fail on this issue alone.



Submission 29, Page 10 of 37

Issue 3 - Drainage and Flooding

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

e drainage and flooding are adequately addressed, particularly in relation to natural
hazards and climate change, and flood plain management

3.1 Background and context
13.01-1S Natural hazards and climate change

The objective of this clause is to minimise the impacts of natural hazards and adapt to
the impacts of climate change through risk-based planning.

Strategies include:

e Consider the risks associated with climate change in planning and management
decision making processes.

¢ Identify at risk areas using the best available data and climate change science.

¢ Integrate strategic land use planning with emergency management decision
making.

e Direct population growth and development to low-risk locations.

e Develop adaptation response strategies for existing settlements in risk areas to
accommodate change over time.

e Ensure planning controls allow for risk mitigation or risk adaptation strategies to
be implemented.

e Site and design development to minimise risk to life, property, the natural
environment, and community infrastructure from natural hazards.

13.03-1S Floodplains

This clause seeks to assist the protection of life, property, and community infrastructure
from flood hazard, among other objectives.

Clause 13.03-1S Floodplain Management includes strategies to:

« Avoid intensifying the impacts of flooding through inappropriately located uses
and development.

3.2 Discussion

The strategic documents and Explanatory Report that underpin the Amendment contain
no analysis of flooding and drainage, particularly in relation to natural hazards and
climate change, and flood plain management.
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It is acknowledged that the planning scheme does not contain flood and drainage
information or controls in relation to the land affected by the Amendment. However, this
does not mean that flooding and drainage issues do not occur.

State Planning Policy places a clear onus on Council to ensure that flooding and
drainage information is taken into consideration as part of the planning process. These
policy directions have been in place for some time and there is no explanation why this
work has not been done.

The Moyne Shire Flood Emergency Plan, March 2021 (MSFEP) clearly states that
Moyne Shire has a long history of riverine flood events that have been infrequent during
the last decade. Relevant to the Amendment, the plan notes areas impacted by flooding
include Koroit, Crossley, Killarney, and Kirkstall.

The most significant recent flood event was recorded in October 2020. This flood
resulted in several dwellings being subject to flooding (below floor, above floor, or
flooding threating the house, request sandbags) in the area proposed to be rezoned
Farming Zone 3 and Rural Living Zone 2 — refer to map below.

The Amendment is expected to bring about 42 dwellings in the Farming Zone Schedule
3 without the need for a planning permit, and facilitate up to 28 to 30 additional
dwellings in the rural residential living areas to the west and south-west of Koroit, on the
western side of the Tower Hill State Game Reserve. Concern is raised about potential
flood damage in these areas. The impacts of flooding can include loss of human life,
and detrimental effects on people, their health, damage to property and infrastructure. It
can also place a burden on local emergency services.

Council says the Farming Zone Schedule 3 is suitable for lifestyle farming. Impacts of
flooding can also cause significant interruption to farming activities, particularly for crops
and livestock. Is this a sustainable ‘lifestyle farming’ outcome?

There are serious flooding and drainage issues which Council needs to consider further
before rezoning land and permitting too many more people to reside there.
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Map 1 — Dwellings affected by 2020 flood event. Source: MSFEP

In addition to the above, Moyne Shire Emergency Plan March 2020 identifies in 2010
the township of Nullawarre was affected by flooding. There appears to be no discussion
on this occurrence in relation to the proposed rezoning for this settlement.

3.3 Conclusion

Council needs to demonstrate that the proposed changes to the planning scheme will
not put residents or property at risk of flooding and place a burden on emergency
services.

Council also needs to demonstrate that ‘Lifestyle Farming’ activities are socially,
economically, and environmentally viable in an area with flooding and drainage issues —
managing wet soils. Drainage water management could prove very problematic for
lifestyle farming activities.



Submission 29, Page 13 of 37

Issue 4 - Agriculture

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

o the proposed lifestyle farming (Farming Zone Schedule 3) provisions, including the
minimum lot size for dwellings from 40 hectares to 10 hectares, at Koroit-
Kirkstall, Crossley, and Tower Hill, is justified and has a sound strategic basis
having regard to relevant Planning Practice Notes, the purpose of the Farming
Zone, and high-level State policy pertaining to agriculture, housing and the like.

41 Background and context

Planning Practice Note 42 - Applying Rural Zones (PPN42) summarises the Farming
Zone as follows:

e Farming Zone — a zone that is strongly focussed on protecting and promoting
farming and agriculture

PPN42 further states it is implicit that the purpose of the Farming Zone that farming will
be a primary land use activity. The purpose of the Farming Zone is:

e To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy
Framework.

e To provide for the use of land for agriculture.

e To encourage the retention of productive agricultural land.

e To ensure that non-agricultural uses, including dwellings, do not adversely affect
the use of land for agriculture.

e To encourage the retention of employment and population to support rural
communities.

e To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and
sustainable land management practices and infrastructure provision.

e To provide for the use and development of land for the specific purposes
identified in a schedule to this zone.

PPN42 outlines the following main features

The Farming Zone is primarily concerned with keeping land in agricultural production
and avoiding land uses that could limit future farming or constrain agricultural activities.
In this zone:

e farming is the dominant land use and all other land uses are subordinate to
farming

e farming uses are encouraged to establish and expand with as little restriction as
possible, subject to proper safeguards for the environment

e non-farm dwellings and land uses not related to farming may be considered but
should not limit the operation and expansion of agricultural uses

e farm-related tourism and retailing uses may be considered
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e uses that could lead to the loss or fragmentation of productive agricultural land,
or which could be adversely affected by farming activities, are prohibited

e land subdivision that could take farmland out of production or limit future farming
productivity is discouraged

e the minimum lot size for subdivision may be tailored to suit the farming practices
and productivity of the land.

PPN42 provides the following fact and tip for planners:

The existing size or pattern of lots in an area should not be the sole basis for deciding to
apply a particular zone.... Traditionally, farms have comprised multiple lots, sometimes
contiguous, sometimes different locations. The fact that an area may comprise many
lots does not mean it cannot be used productively or should not be included in a zone
that supports and protects farming.

The State Planning Policy for Agriculture (Clause 14.01-1S) recognises agriculture as
being the dominant land use within our Farming Zone areas. The objective of this
clause is to:

e To protect the state’s agricultural base by preserving productive farmland

Relevant strategies include:

¢ Avoid permanent removal of productive agricultural land from the state's
agricultural base without consideration of the economic importance of the land for
the agricultural production and processing sectors.

e Protect productive farmland that is of strategic significance in the local or regional
context. Protect productive agricultural land from unplanned loss due to
permanent changes in land use

e Prevent inappropriately dispersed urban activities in rural areas.

e Protect strategically important agricultural and primary production land from
incompatible uses.

e Limit new housing development in rural areas by:

Directing housing growth into existing settlements.

Discouraging development of isolated small lots in the rural zones from use
for dwellings or other incompatible uses.

Encouraging consolidation of existing isolated small lots in rural zones

The Municipal Strategic Statement (Clause 21.07) identifies that agriculture is the most
significant land use in the Shire, due to the mild climate, high and well distributed
rainfall, suitable soils, and good access to markets.

The policy sets out the following relevant issues, objectives, and strategies:
Issues:

The key strategic issues include:
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e The municipality relies heavily on agricultural activity as its economic base.
e The existing agricultural base needs to be preserved in recognition of its strong
economic performance

Objectives
e To support and facilitate the development of local employment opportunities.
Strategies

e To maintain the status of agriculture as the key element of the economy.
e To encourage innovative farming practices and new products to expand the
agricultural sector’s role

4.2 How does the Amendment respond?

The Moyne Land Capability and Biodiversity Study (MLCBS) clearly outlines that the
overwhelming priority for rural land use across the municipality is to promote and
provide for primary production as an ongoing foundation to the Shire’s economy and
social infrastructure.

For the full Shire, the MLCBS provides the following key recommendations:

e Support the preservation of the productively farmed rural landscape
beyond defined urban areas for economic, environmental, and community
reasons

e Maintain and strengthen a settlement strategy for the Shire that reinforces
the concept of non-urban breaks between towns, by application of the
following linked needs

e Strongly oppose the development of housing on small lots in the Farming
Zone (FZ) remote from townships and associated physical and social
services.

e Ensure that further rural living development occurs only through
appropriately planned and substantiated provision of Rural Living zoned
land

¢ Maintain a distinct separation between urban areas and farming/rural
activities.

¢ Protect and maintain areas of environmental and landscape significance by
strongly discouraging inappropriate development and uses.

Under the MLCBS, the land proposed to be included in the Farming Zone Schedule 3
falls within the Koroit/Grassmere Planning Unit 9, with the following key
recommendations:

e The Farming Zone be generally retained as currently applied across the
Planning Unit.
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e The existing minimum lot size of 40ha for subdivision and dwelling
construction without a permit should be retained across the Farming Zone
in the Planning Unit.

The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy 2010 (RHSS) does
not contradict the above recommendations. It does not propose to change the
application of the Farming zone or the minimum lot size for dwellings or subdivision.

In fact, a key objective of the RHSS was to provide for rural settlement that is
‘sustainable and that does not compromise the region’s agriculture, natural,
environmental, landscape and infrastructure resources.

However, the Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy Addendum Report 2015
(Addendum Report), which was adopted by Council on 22 September 2015, provides
the following recommendation:

e Vary the schedule to Farming Zone to retain the subdivision minimum lot size at
40 hectares and reduce the minimum lot size for a dwelling to 10 hectares.

The Addendum Report calculates that the above change will allow up to 42 dwellings
without the need for a planning permit.

The strategic justification is as follows:

Incremental development of dwellings, change in agricultural uses and a reduction in
broad scale farming has occurred in this area. This locality can support a higher density
of dwellings associated with lifestyle farming pursuits including raising of potty calves,
breeding and raising of goats, sheep, horses and cropping that is of a scale to
complement the good soils, access to water, road infrastructure and changing
character.

This area has the ability due to its lot layout, road infrastructure and proximity to both
Koroit, Warrnambool, and Port Fairy to foster small scale agricultural uses
complementing the surrounding broadscale dairy and grazing operations without
becoming an adhoc rural residential area.

The aim is to foster small scale and lifestyle farming utilising existing titles, particularly
on lots greater than 10 hectares in size where a dwelling will not require a planning
permit but not encourage further fragmentation of farming land by retaining a 40-hectare
minimum lot size.

This area is subject to constant development pressure and adhoc decisions made over
the past decade have created a tension that can be resolved by allowing a lesser
minimum lot size for a dwelling in this locality.

4.3 Discussion

The approach taken by Council to create a lifestyle farming precinct at Koroit-Kirkstall,
Crossley, and Tower Hill, is too liberal.
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The veracity of the Addendum Report and its recommendation for lifestyle farming in
this precinct is questioned. There are critical failures with the report in that there is no
apparent methodology informing the report, insufficient background data and analysis,
and it relies on anecdotal evidence that the precinct is suitable for lifestyle farming.

Another critical failure of the Addendum Report is that it does not appear to have been
subject to public consultation. How do you plan for a major land use change such as
this without consultation?

The Addendum Report appears to rely on the existing size or pattern of lots in the
precinct, development pressure and adhoc planning decisions as the basis for deciding
to apply relax the minimum lot area for a dwelling from 40 hectares to 10 hectares.

This is a simplistic conclusion-

It is submitted that the area between Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill is high quality
agricultural land.

Cadastral plans and aerial photographs of the area show lots of a range of sizes. While
some areas contain small lots, there are other areas that have relatively larger lots,
limited housing, continuing productive agriculture/horticultural use either on larger
holdings either by lease or sale, and a prevailing rural character.

The agricultural productivity of the precinct has not been compromised to the extent that
automatically justifies the provisions sought by Farming Zone — Schedule 3.

The relaxation of the minimum lot area for a dwelling to 10 hectares in this precinct will
facilitate an additional 42 dwellings without a planning permit. This is not an
inconsequential change to the precinct. The Addendum Report fails to provide, amongst
other matters:

e Consideration of high-level State policy and other policy objectives relating to the
protection of agricultural land, discouragement of dwellings, as the starting point
for assessing the future direction of the precinct.

e Comprehensive analysis of the extent of rural residential development and
established commercial agricultural enterprises in the precinct and Shire,
including rural land demand and supply analysis.

Is Council seriously suggesting that there is simply no local or regional
demand for land to farm productively?
Is Council fulfilling its primary responsibility to keep farming viable?

e Agribusiness evidence to support the recommendation for lifestyle farming for the
precinct, highlighting consideration of adoption of practices/ideas that are
underpinned by sound evidence and consequence of the non-adoption of
practices/ideas. This type of assessment needs to have clear synergies with the
proposed Farming Zone — Schedule 3.

e Consideration of land management, noting a 10-hectare lot provides a greater
degree of land management than new landowners residing on these lots will
usually be able to provide. It is a lot of work to manage land over 10 hectares.
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Poor land management, particularly in relation to weed, pest and fire safety
compliance, places pressure on the agricultural sector. Poor land management
may be due to factors such as new landholders with little experience in farm
management, absentee landholders or landholders that are no longer interested
in farming and are essentially speculating in the land market.

e Consideration of impact on increased land values and land use conflict between
residents and farming operations, both of which can impact negatively on
agricultural production.

e Consideration of climate change on the Shires finite agricultural base.

Any changes to the climate could have a significant impact on the sustainability
of farming in the area and the proposed outcome sought - Lifestyle Farming.
Potential impacts of future climate change may be uncertain, however future
scenarios may include reduced groundwater recharge and as a result less
irrigation water available and increased reliance on supplementary feeding over
pasture as rainfall reduces (Moyne Land Capability and Biodiversity Study).

e Consideration of matters outlined in issues 1 (landscape), 2 (bushfire), 3
(flooding and drainage) and 7 (infrastructure) of this submission.

Should an independent Panel be appointed to review submissions to the amendment,
the author of this submission would like to draw the Panel’s attention to decisions of the
Victoria Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VAT) that have not supported the grant of a
permit for the use and development of dwellings on small lots in this precinct since they
were regarded as inconsistent with state policy and the Farming Zone controls.

In a recent 2015 VCAT case, the Member made the following observations in relation
an application for use and development of a dwelling on land on a small lot (just over 10
hectares) in the precinct:

“Although it seems harsh to refuse a dwelling on this site, it is unfortunately true that every individual new
dwelling cumulatively undermines the agricultural use of land. It may even seem unfair given the
dwellings that already exist on lots less than the zone minimum. While some of these predate the current
planning controls and policies, in other cases it is also because Moyne Shire has taken a lenient
approach to dwellings on small rural lots. It is only when objectors appeal such decisions that
there is an opportunity to reassess these Council decisions. In most of the cases | am aware of in
Moyne Shire, the Tribunal has rarely supported the Council’s decision to grant dwelling permits
on small rural lots and has refused them on the basis of the quite clear controls and policies
discouraging dwellings on such lots.”

Having regard to the above VCAT case and observation by the member, it would not be
unreasonable to ask whether Council’s ‘lenient approach to dwellings on small rural lots’
was the starting point for decisions for this precinct rather than robust strategic analysis.

It is requested that the above VCAT observation be considered by any Panel in its
assessment of the veracity of the Addendum Report, which was prepared by Council in-
house and without public consultation.

44 Conclusion

The relaxation of the minimum lot area for a dwelling from 40 hectares to 10 hectares in
this precinct would detract from the purpose of the Farming Zone, does not reinforce the
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existing state policy objectives for agricultural land, and does not strengthen agriculture
as one of the primary land uses.

Elements of the Addendum Report are difficult to comprehend and that the rationale for
various assumptions and findings are not clear.

This submission concludes that Farming Zone Schedule 3 should not proceed as part of
Amendment C70moyn.

Should the Amendment proceed to a Panel, it is suggested that the hearing process
would be assisted if the author of the Addendum Report was available to discuss the
report.
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Issue 5 — Potential Land Contamination

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

J lifestyle farming area (minimum lot size of 10 hectares for dwellings — the Farming
Zone Schedule 3) at Koroit-Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill, has been
appropriately assessed in terms of potential contamination.

J rural residential development (minimum lot size of two hectares for dwellings and
subdivision — the Rural Living Zone Schedule 2) to the west and south-west of
Koroit, on the western side of the Tower Hill State Game Reserve has been
appropriately assessed in terms of potential contamination.

5.1 Background and context

The following relevant Ministers Directions and Planning Practice Notes need to be
applied and used to guide the Amendment:

Ministerial Direction 1

The Ministerial Direction Number 1, Potentially Contaminated Land (the Ministerial
Direction) requires planning authorities when preparing planning scheme amendments,
to satisfy themselves that the environmental conditions of land proposed to be used for
a sensitive use, agriculture or public open space are, or will be, suitable for that use and
purpose.

In this Direction:

potentially contaminated land means land:

a) used or known to have been used for industry or mining;

b) used or known to have been used for the storage of chemicals, gas, waste or liquid
fuel (other than minor above-ground storage that is ancillary to another use of the land);
or

c) where a known past or present activity or event (occurring on or off the land) may
have caused contamination on the land.

Where land is determined to be potentially contaminated and the amendment would
allow the land to be used for a sensitive use, agriculture, or public open space (whether
or not subject to the grant of a permit) the Ministerial Direction specifies that an
environmental audit must be undertaken, and any recommendations of the audit are
complied with before notice of the amendment is given.

Planning Practice Note 30 - Potentially Contaminated Land

This practice note discusses how to identify potentially contaminated land and the
actions required to be undertaken if land is assessed as being potentially contaminated.
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The practice note directs the reader to Ministerial Direction No. 1 — Potentially
Contaminated Land, for a definition of potentially contaminated land.

The practice note identifies the following steps for the identification of potential for
contamination:

¢ Inspect the site. Observations should be made regarding evidence of
contamination or historical activities that may give rise to contamination (for
example, fuel tanks).

¢ Review any Site Analysis presented in accordance with Clauses 54.01-1 (single
dwellings) and 55.01-1 (two or more dwellings) of planning schemes (these
clauses require issues of site contamination to be identified).

e Consider any available information about the site:

0 The current and previous zoning, ownership or activities carried out on the
site (for example council, rail, other utility or defence). Council rate records
are a useful record of this information.

0 Any previous investigations or site assessments conducted.

0 Any potential contamination from surrounding land uses (for example, an
adjacent service station known to be causing off-site contamination).

e Review lists of Certificates and Statements of Environmental Audit held by
council and EPA. Environmental auditors are required to provide a copy of any
Certificate or Statement issued to both the relevant council and the EPA.

e Review the EPA Priority Sites Register for information about sites with a current
EPA Notice.

Certain land uses are also specified as previous land uses that may indicate
contamination of land.

5.2 How does the Amendment respond?
The explanatory report states:

It is consistent with Ministerial Direction No. 1 (Potentially Contaminated Land), as the
Amendment does not re-zone any land that is used, or known to have been used, for
industry, mining, or the storage of chemicals, gas, wastes or liquid fuel

5.3 Discussion

It is clear from the explanatory report that Council has not given appropriate
consideration of potential contaminated land. The scope of Council’s consideration is
limited to industry and mining, and the storage of chemicals, gas, wastes or liquid fuel. It
fails to consider potential contaminated land also include past or present activity or
event that may cause contamination (occurring on or off the land).
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The Koroit Structure Plan, adopted by Council in 2020, identified that land surrounding
Koroit has a history of potato growing and, in some cases, this may have included the
use of dieldrin and DDT. These are persistent chemicals that stay in the environment
and may have serious adverse impact on human health and livestock.

Having regard to the above matter, Council is aware of potential contamination of land
affected by the amendment. In accordance with clause 5(b) of Ministerial Direction 1,
Council appears to have erred in declaring in the Explanatory Report that the land
subject to the Amendment is not potentially contaminated.

The explanatory report also fails to consider if there are any dip or spray race (working
or not) or a dip/spray race site on any property which was built or operated before 1990.
Organochlorine chemicals were used to control external parasites on cattle and sheep
until the early 1960s and arsenic used in sheep dips until the late 1980s. It is essential
that these areas are identified and be managed before rezoning.

The explanatory report states that the amendment does not include land used to store
chemicals. However, the land proposed to be rezoned Farming Zone Schedule 3 and
Rural Living Zone Schedule 2 has a history of cropping. It is therefore a very real
possibility that there would be current or former storage chemical storage, mixing or
washdown areas, or fertilizer storage. It is essential that these areas and identified and
managed before rezoning.

In addition to the above, Council has failed to take steps to ensure that the proposed
lifestyle farming will not impact on existing land uses requiring a buffer already located
within the Farming Zone. In particular:
e The Fertilizer storage business located on land at the south-east corner of
Penshurst-Warrnambool Road and Penshurst-Port Fairy Road, and
e The truck repairs business located on land at the northwest corner of Penshurst-
Warrnambool Road and Scotts Road.
e Any existing dairies.

5.4 Conclusion

The amendment does not appear to have been assessed in accordance with Ministerial
Direction No. 1 — Potentially Contaminated Land and Ministerial Direction No. 19 — The
Preparation And Content Of Amendments That May Significantly Impact The
Environment, Amenity And Human Health.

Further work is required to determine the extent of existing contamination and the
impact of possible contamination.
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Issue 6 Rural Living Zone 2
The issues are:

e whether the proposed rural residential development (Rural Living Zone Schedule
2) to the west and south-west of Koroit, on the western side of the Tower
Hill State Game Reserve is piecemeal and adhoc and will prejudice future
decisions for the township of Koroit.

e whether the minimum lot size of two hectares for dwellings and subdivision — the
Rural Living Zone Schedule 2 to the west and south-west of Koroit, on the
western side of the Tower Hill State Game, and within the ‘Dairy
Subdivision’ at lllowa and at the settlement of Southern Cross has been
appropriately justified.

6.1 Background and context

Planning Practice Note 37 — Rural Residential Development (PPN37)

PPN 37 explains that rural residential development refers to land in a rural setting, used
and developed for dwellings that are not primarily associated with agriculture. Some
agriculture may take place on the land however it will be ancillary to the use for a
dwelling. It is likely to be carried on for ‘lifestyle’ reasons and is unlikely to provide a
significant source of household income. Rural residential land is typically also used for
non-agricultural home occupations or for large gardens.

PPN 37 goes on to explain that the Planning Scheme should ensure that reasonable
opportunities are found for rural residential development, as part of providing for
housing diversity and choice.

Drawing from the practice note, relevant commentary and directions include:

e Land proposed for rural residential development should be included in the Low
Density Residential Zone or the Rural Living Zone

e The planning scheme should ensure that reasonable opportunities are found for
rural residential development, as part of providing for housing diversity and
choice.

e Land use conflicts between agricultural activities and the amenity expectations of
rural residential dwellers should be minimised

e Significant impacts to primary production or to the environmental or cultural
values of a rural area should be avoided.

e Demand for costly or inefficient community services or infrastructure should not
be generated.

e The practice note outlines the following broad questions should be answered in
sequence:

o Strategy: Does rural residential development align with the overall
strategic planning of the municipality?
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0 Housing need: How much rural residential development is required to
provide appropriate housing diversity and choice to meet housing needs

0 Location: Where should new rural residential development take place?

0 Subdivision and design: Is the new rural residential development
subdivided and designed in an attractive setting offering high amenity and
efficient infrastructure?

Planning Practice note 42 — Applying the Rural Zones (PPN42)

PPN42 provides guidance to planning authorities about the strategic work required to
apply the Farming Zone, Rural Activity Zone, Rural Conservation Zone, Green Wedge
Zone, Green Wedge A Zone and Rural Living Zone.

PPN42 explains that planning for rural areas is essential to ensuring that land use and
development achieves the planning authority’s vision, objectives and desired outcomes
for an area.

Relevant to the identification of locations identified to support future Rural Living
opportunity in Moyne, PPN42 describes the Rural Living Zone as a zone that provides
for residential use in a rural environment. It is designed to cater for lots in a rural setting
that are large enough to accommodate a dwelling and a farming use. The farming use is
likely to be carried on for reasons other than the need to provide a significant source of
household income.

The purpose of the Rural Living Zone is identified as follows:

e To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy
Framework.

e To provide for residential use in a rural environment.

e To provide for agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of
surrounding land uses. To protect and enhance the natural resources,
biodiversity and landscape and heritage values of the area.

e To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and
sustainable land management practices and infrastructure provision.

PPN42 outlines that although the Rural Living Zone is catering primarily for residential
use, the allotment size and subdivision layout should provide the opportunity for farming
activities to occur, without adversely affecting the natural environment or the amenity of
surrounding land uses. This means that the minimum lot size could be quite large.

PPN42 qualifies that if the planning authority’s objective is to encourage rural residential
development at densities that are defacto large residential lots or which would preclude
farming activities, then it should consider applying the Low-Density Residential Zone.

Because of the zone’s primarily residential function, PPN42 expects that a planning
authority must be able to show that using the Rural Living Zone is part of its strategy to
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provide appropriate housing diversity and choice to meet housing needs. The Rural
Living Zone is designed to be applied to areas where:

e The rural land has a mainly residential function.

e Farming may take place on the land, but this is subordinate to the residential use.

¢ Residents require certainty about the residential amenity of the area and are
protected from potentially incompatible land uses.

e Farming is of a nature or scale that will not conflict with housing.

¢ Residents will have access to most of the normal services and infrastructure
provided in urban areas

Possible Rural Living Zone areas include:
e rural areas that have been substantially subdivided and developed for dwellings
in proximity to an urban area or township with a range of urban services and
infrastructure.

Only suitably serviced rural land that can transition to a rural living land use without
negatively impacting on the surrounding productive agricultural land should be
considered.

Land that is not of a quality to safeguard for intensive primary production purposes, with
no environmental qualities that require protection, should then be further assessed for
rural living rezoning.

PPN42 provides the following key fact and tip for planners:

The existing size or pattern of lots in an area should not be the sole basis for deciding to
apply a Rural Living Zone. For example, it is not appropriate to decide that the Rural
Living Zone should be applied to an area simply because it comprises small lots.
Traditionally, farms have comprised multiple lots, sometimes contiguous, sometimes in
different locations. The fact that an area may comprise many lots does not mean that it
cannot be used productively or should not be included in a zone that supports and
protects farming. Many factors will determine the suitability of an area for rural living.

Planning Scheme

Relevant to this issue, amendments need to be prepared in accordance with the
principles of net community benefit and sustainable development, as set out in Clause
71.02-3 (Integrated decision making) of the Planning Scheme, which states:

Society has various needs and expectations such as land for settlement, protection of
the environment, economic wellbeing, various social needs, proper management of
resources and infrastructure. Planning aims to meet these needs and expectations by
addressing aspects of economic, environmental and social wellbeing affected by land
use and development.
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Planning and responsible authorities should endeavour to integrate the range of
planning policies relevant to the issues to be determined and balance conflicting
objectives in favour of net community benefit and sustainable development for the
benefit of present and future generations. However, in bushfire affected areas, planning
and responsible authorities must prioritise the protection of human life over all other
policy considerations

6.2 Discussion

Implications on the township of Koroit:

The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing Strategy 2010 (RHSS) seeks to provide for
rural settlement that is ‘sustainable and that does not compromise the region’s
agriculture, natural, environmental, landscape and infrastructure resources.

The RHSS assessed each township, by using a growth scenario model and did a
SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis of each
settlement. The Strategy produced an overall table of each settlement that analysed
land supply according to zoning and highlighted where the town fell within a growth
scenario table based on land supply, infrastructure provision or constraints and an
assessment of some social factors.

Public consultation was a key part of the RHSS.

The RHHS identified Koroit as a ‘District Town’ and found that it had ‘moderate growth
capacity’ based on a residential demand/supply analysis. Amongst other matters, the
strategy recommended rezoning established areas of rural living development at the
western side of Tower Hill Game Reserve, Stautons Lane and at Lowery Road /
Barlings Road, which were supported by the Panel under Amendment C6.

The RHHS also recommends rezoning additional areas for rural living development not
considered by the Panel under Amendment C6, including:

- land bounded by King Street, Anne Street, the Koroit-Port Fairy Road, and, on
the eastern side, Victoria Park.
- land at Penshurst-Warrnambool Road and at Lumsden lane

Note, the RHSS recommendations are shown in the map 2 below. This map shows the
distinction between matters considered by the Panel under Amendment C6 and the new
recommendations of the RHSS.

The RHSS qualifies that the recommendations for rural residential development make
sense as it focuses a diversity of housing opportunities around a district town.
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Having regard to the above, the RHSS effectively established the eastern urban
edge of Koroit to be the existing zoned areas of conventional residential
development and eastern side of Victoria Park.

Map 2 - The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing Strategy 2010

The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy — Addendum Report 2015 (Addendum
Report) revisited the RHHS recommendation. The Addendum report departed from the
RHHS recommendation as follows:

- land bounded by King Street, Anne Street, the Koroit-Port Fairy Road, and, on
the eastern side, Victoria Park was considered inappropriate for Rural Living
Zone due to it being more suited in the long term to be developed residentially
and follow the regular grid pattern of residential development, therefore retention
in the Farming zone is considered a more suitable outcome.

- the extent of the rural living zone on the west side of Koroit-Port Fairy Road to be
extended further west on the south side of the Penshurst-Warrnambool Road so
that is ceases on the eastern side of Scotts Road, an area characterised by
existing small landholdings.
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The Addendum Report outlines the following strategic justification:

This Strategy also recognises and builds on the RHSS recommendations by rezoning to
Rural Living areas within the locality where the land use characteristics have changed
from agricultural to rural residential by virtue in this case of approval of clusters of
dwellings over the last decade.

The Rural Living zone provided adjacent to Koroit provides greater than a 15-year land
supply and on the basis that encouraging the use of surrounding land for lifestyle
farming pursuits, the lot yield should be minimised in the Rural Living zone by having a
2-hectare subdivision minimum. However as there are many small lots already existing,
a minimum lot size for a dwelling in the Rural Living zone is to be set at 2 hectares
which should minimise the administrative burden on the community and Council. A 2-
hectare minimum lot size will provide an adequate lot size to effectively treat and
contain wastewater in the soils of this area.

It must be noted that the Addendum Report was not informed by public consultation.

Map 3 - The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy — Addendum Report 2015 [rural
living zone shown in yellow]

The exhibited zoning map appears to have encapsulated the above recommendations,
except for the extent of the Rural Living Zone, which appears to have been substantially
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reduced in area (identified in red in map 4) and made more consistent with the RHSS.
However, where the Rural Living Zone has been reduced, it has been replaced with
Farming Zone Schedule 3. There is no explanation in the amendment documentation
why the extent of the Rural Living Zone was reduced.

Map 4 — Exhibited zoning map extract [comparison between RHHS and Addendum
Report Recommendations]

The rezoning creates significant confusion around the existing and future use of farming
land bounded by King Street, Anne Street, the Koroit-Port Fairy Road, and, on the
eastern side, Victoria Park (the Land), outlined in purple in Map 4, and whether the
eastern urban edge of Koroit has now been extended to Koroit-Port Fairy Road.
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The Land is high quality productive agricultural land, currently used for cropping and
livestock.

It is noted that Council has prepared and adopted the Koroit Structure Plan, which
seeks to implement the Addendum Report recommendation to set a settlement
boundary based on zoning patterns and rezone the Land to Neighbourhood Residential
Zone. Concern is raised that Amendment C70moyn, including the rezoning of
surrounding rural living will prejudice any future consideration and testing of the veracity
of the land being designated as a residential growth area.

Key observations/concerns in relation to the Koroit Structure Plan:

- The Land provides for a residential land supply and demand in Koroit well above
the 15-year benchmark outlined in cl11.02 of the PPF

- Based on current projections in population and dwelling demand in Koroit there is
already sufficient existing ‘residential’ zoned land that has capacity by itself to
accommodate growth for all of the 2041 planning horizon.

- Projections in population and dwelling demand for Koroit do not identify any
significant development pressures for more land to be rezoned in the short,
medium or long term life of the structure plan.

The concern that the Amendment C70moyn will prejudice future planning of Koroit and
decisions on the Land is sustained by the proposed local planning policy framework. At
cl21.09.16 — Koroit, the vision for the town is the expansion of land zoned for residential
purposes and Rural Living to recognise areas developed for rural living purposes, and
to allow for growth in urban and rural living opportunities within a defined settlement
boundary. Further, at cl21.05 — Settlement and Housing, it states settlement boundaries
define the allowable area for residential and rural living use and development and
facilitate population and housing growth to occur. In this instance, while a settlement
boundary has not been defined for the township of Koroit as part of Amendment
C70moyn, the rezoning will in effect inform any future settlement boundary and
prejudice considerations for the Land.

The inclusion of the Addendum Report as a background document in the Moyne
planning scheme will further cause confusion. The report is not based on fact or
planning merit, noting its recommendations around the Rural Living Zone in and around
the Koroit area have been substantially reduced. Was there a realisation that the report
went too far? It is submitted that including this report in the planning scheme gives it a
level of credibility and general acceptance to its recommendations.

The Addendum Report was developed and adopted by Council without a clear
mythology and without community consultation, despite making some of the most
fundamental changes to Koroit’s existing residential framework. These changes have
been blindly pursued in the Koroit Structure Plan. The author wonders how it is possible
for areas and sites for residential growth to be identified in the absence of such public
consultation and consider this to be a significant flaw with the addendum report
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In addition to the above, while Council appears to have significantly reduced the extent
of the Rural Living Zone proposed by the Addendum Report recommendations, concern
is raised that the land Council has sought to keep (identified in red in map 4), does not
have a sound strategic basis for rezoning. This area has larger lot sizes, generally
undeveloped, and there is an interface to productive agricultural land that the other rural
residential areas identified by the RHSS do not have.

It is requested that should a Panel have an opportunity to assess the veracity of the
Addendum Report, it considers the VCAT observation outlined in Issue 5 of this
submission. There seems to be a degree of leniency in allowing residential growth and
development onto farmland that has percolated to strategic planning documents.

Minimum lot size for dwelling and subdivision:

Neither the RHSS and Addendum Report provide strategic justification for a 2-hectare
minimum lot size for a dwelling and subdivision.

The minimum lot size needs to be determined based on several factors and it is highly
likely that a different minimum might be suitable for different areas. This is particularly
so because of the diversity of existing lot sizes, the different land uses and character
with various areas, the extent of agriculture in various areas and the variations in
environmental constraints including landscape, bushfire, flooding and drainage,
potential contamination, and proximity to urban services and infrastructure.

Larger lots might be better suited for some agriculture use and, if appropriately
managed, can also provide positive environmental, landscape and character outcomes.

This lack of strategic analysis makes it difficult to determine that there is clear support
for universally applying 2-hectare minimum subdivision area, perhaps reflecting that the
exhibited minimum area was simply carried over from Amendment C6.

6.3 Conclusion

The proposed rural residential development (the Rural Living Zone Schedule 2) to the
west and south-west of Koroit, on the western side of the Tower Hill State Game
Reserve is premature and should not proceed as part of Amendment C70moyn. It
should be pursued through structure planning for Koroit.

The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy — Addendum Report 2015 is not based on
fact and does not inform the application of the Rural Living Zone in and around Koroit.

It is also concluded that the proposed use of the 2-hectare minimum subdivision area
for the Rural Living Zone — Schedule 2 has not been adequately considered or justified.
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Issue 7 Infrastructure

The Amendment proposes rural residential development and lifestyle farming (an
increase of around 150 dwellings, with a net population increase of 360) within a
dispersed settlement pattern.

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:
« traffic growth and road safety has been adequately considered

Agriculture in Moyne Shire is operating in an increasingly contested landscape. For
example, large machinery and trucks are sharing country roads with commuters,
cycling groups and touring visitors.

Evidence of this contested landscape is highly visible in the proposed lifestyle
farming area at Koroit-Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill, with large safety signs
erected along single lane rural roads to give 1 metre distance to cyclists.

Council has a responsibility to consider the rise of vehicle numbers and
consequential impacts on existing local road network, including increase travel
between small towns and larger settlements.

Where is this information?

« feasibility and costs of accommodating dispersed housing growth (particularly in the
lifestyle farming area at Koroit, Kirkstall, and Tower Hill and other proposed rural
living zone areas) has been adequately considered

There are substantial public costs in providing for a scattered settlement pattern
than a concentrated one.

Council has a responsibility to balance the community demand and desire to offer
lifestyle farming and rural residential living opportunities with the cost arising from
such development. The costs of such development include less efficient use of land,
less efficient use of infrastructure, and requirement to provide essential services
(aged care and disability services, early childhood, libraries etc etc).

Where is this information?

o settlements have enough community and social infrastructure to support existing
and proposed residents

Consideration of community and social infrastructure is an integral part of the land
use planning process. The amendment documentation does not appear to consider
the extent and quality of community and social infrastructure and its capacity to help
meet the needs of existing and future residents.
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| would like to know if towns like Koroit can meet the need of existing and future
residents, but this information is absent.

Where is this information?
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Issue 8 Policy Issues

The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

the proposed Local Planning Policy Framework in support of the Farming Zone —
Schedule 3 supports the purpose of the Farming Zone and strategic directions
contained in high level State policy.

Note, the Farming Zone should be used where the planning outcomes sought for
the land are primarily farming activities.

Policy Basis: Lifestyle Farming

At clause 22.04-4, new policy states that the application of the Farming Zone
Schedule 3 and introduction of the term ‘Lifestyle Farming’ is to facilitate people
seeking to live within the rural area for a range of social, environmental,
economic and lifestyle reasons. It further states, the Shire has experienced a
notable increase in the number of people seeking a rural lifestyle and/or establish
small scale farming enterprises within the Farming Zone.

Discussion: The issue of ‘Lifestyle Farming’ in Farming Zone would seem to be a
matter for the zone controls and high-level strategic State policy and not an
outcome that can be delivered through a local policy.

It appears from the new land use term (lifestyle farming) and policy being
pursued by Council that farming is intended to be subordinate to other land uses
or the social, environmental, economic and lifestyle values of the land. The drive
to implement this new land use term and policy outcome is challenging the
current scope of rural planning and its relationship to the Farming Zone and high-
level State policies.

The local planning policy needs to be redrafted to be consistent with the current
scope of rural planning or the Farming Zone Schedule 3 deleted from the
Amendment. If Council wishes to facilitate the concept of ‘Lifestyle Farming’ in
the Farming Zone, it needs to advocate to the State Government, to ensure there
is consistency across the State.

the proposed Local Planning Policy Framework is necessary.
For example, at Cl21.05 — Settlement and Housing it states:

“Rural residential development and rural living on small lots is provided for under
both the Low-Density Residential Zone and the Rural Living Zone. There are
areas zoned for these purposes mainly associated with existing settlements on or
around their fringes. However, there are areas zoned for this form of
development that have an excess supply or have not been taken up for
development whereas other areas of land zoned for farming purposes are
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under pressure for small lot development unrelated to agriculture. There is
a need to rationalise the locations for rural residential and rural living
through zoning and subdivision lot size to better reflect and manage the
demand and supply of land for this form of land use.”

Question: what is the purpose of Amendment C70moyn? Will there still be
excess rural living land that needs to be rationalised after Amendment
C70moyn?

e the proposed Local Planning Policy Framework can be adequately progressed
through the Moyne Planning Policy Framework translation amendment and can
resolve any potential amendment impacts.

Council needs to exhibit a draft version of proposed new local planning policy in
a format consistent with the PPF translation as an attachment to the
Explanatory Report. The PPF version is required to demonstrate to the
community that the intent of the Amendment will not be compromised, and no
unintentional consequences will transpire from translation.

Where is this information?
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Issue 9  Otherlssues
The amendment does not provide sufficient information to demonstrate:

e projected population growth is within the municipal wide 15-year benchmark in
accordance with high level state policy.

The state policy requires planning for land supply to accommodate demand for
population growth to be conducted on a municipal-wide basis, rather than by
individual settlement or town.

It is submitted that this is an important State policy direction. It recognises that for
some towns population growth desires may need to be curtailed for
environmental, servicing, character, or rural land resource reasons.

The assessment provided by Council in the strategic documents is rudimentary
and fails to adequately support this proposition (i.e., appears to be based on an
individual settlement or town).

e the currency of the Moyne Warrnambool Residential Settlement Strategy 2010
and Rural Housing and Settlement - Addendum Report 2015, noting:

- The documents are respectively 11 and 6 years old,

- The documents are based on customised Data ABS Census of Population
and Housing, 2006, and forecast population change between 2006-2026.

- There are essential differences in the circumstances of the current decade
compared to the previous two decades when the documents were
prepared and these have not been appreciated and incorporated into the
current Amendment, including:

- Rural landscape effects of tracts of development
Bushfire
Flooding and drainage
Potential Contamination
Infrastructure
Cost subsidy from the community
Urban consolidation and resource consideration
Agricultural economy

- CounC|I has either modified or not sought to implement the application of
zones as recommended by the documents and this has been done without
explanation. For example, the resultant modifications to the extent of the
application of the Rural Living Zone 2 effectively weaken the strategic
integrity of the Rural Housing and Settlement - Addendum Report 2015.

- Failure to undertake a comprehensive community engagement process in
identifying land use change and issues in the Rural Housing and
Settlement - Addendum Report 2015. How do you plan for growth without
this?
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- A summary of any landowner and Councillor (if any) involvement is not
included in the Rural Housing and Settlement - Addendum Report 2015.
The Addendum Report states that it is based on submissions from
landowners — what submissions? And Councillor workshops — what
workshops? These are not summarised.

- A summary of relevant agency comments and any other comments from
peak groups and known affected persons is not included in the Rural
Housing and Settlement - Addendum Report 2015.

Concern is raised the documents that have been made available appear to
indicate a desire by Council to make a philosophical and pollical statement about
rural land. It is not an evidence-based Amendment, so much as it appears to be
a protest against the prevailing paradigm for rural planning.
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From: o

Sent: Sunday, 7 November 2021 10:16 PM
To: Moyne

ce I

Subject: Amendment C70 submission

Dear Sir/Madam,

My name is ||| || I =nc | live ot I | - '<sponding to the Amendment C70 Submission.
| also own land [ I 'hich has perimeter street frontages of
|

| am opposing the current proposed rezoning for Hawkesdale as it does not address current issues of land availability or appear to be of any
benefit for the future development of Hawkesdale.

For all small townships like Hawkesdale to survive and prosper, forward planning is essential. To encourage people to settle here, to build houses
or create new business requires land to be available to purchase.

When land is available it gives investors choices and potential for future growth.

The current C70 Amendment for Hawkesdale does not in any way address these issues.

The majority of land around the current amendment will never be available to purchase. ||| Gz GGG 2d | have
already spoken directly to these landowners who have no intention of making their land available for potential growth. As with any other blocks in
the Hawkesdale living zone, these also have been landlocked for years as lifestyle blocks, and again never come up for sale.

My proposal of rezoning is that the current zoning submission for Hawkesdale from Church and O’Brien streets be extended southwards along
Dawson St to meet up with Normac Road and Warwillah Road. This rezoning would either be zoned Light Commercial/ Business to allow
businesses to start up with less hassles of zoning issues.

Alternatively this same land be zoned Rural living to allow additional blocks for future housing. With more houses being able to be built due to land
availability for sale, it will promote new families to settle, increase the population and develop the township of Hawkesdale. The likely flow on effect
from this will be increased numbers of children and adults attending the Hawkesdale and District Family Service Centre, with Preschool and
Daycare supported, the Hawkesdale P-12 school with increased students and the many community organisations within the town having more
members.

In conclusion, there are many passionate people in Hawkesdale who have a vision and care that Hawkesdale grows and develops further. It is
important that our town doesn’t become stagnant or decline in population but becomes vibrant and progressive.
With your help of smart planning, our local towns of the Moyne Shire can prosper for the next generations to enjoy.

Regards
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From: T

Sent: Sunday, 7 November 2021 10:21 PM
To: Moyne
Subject: Amendment C70 Submission

To whom it may concern,

| am a Moyne Shire resident, primary producer and owner of land in_ which falls within the planned C70moyn
Amendment.

Some of the land within the planning scheme is regarded by many as being the most productive soil in a reliable climate that you would find
anywhere in the country. Our family business produces potatoes, lamb, wool, beef and hay. Prime land is required for the production of potatoes
and much of this land has already been lost to housing. We must protect what we have left and focus Rural Living within the established towns and
small localities, not land in between.

Issues which could arise from farming operations close to Rural Living zone land owners could be: noise from operating farm equipment; noise
from operating farm equipment early in the morning or late at night; dust; smell; spray drift; livestock; increased heavy vehicle traffic to name a
few.

By taking into consideration the points made below, it will help to reduce the likelihood of such issues arising between neighbouring landowners,
in particular owners of Farming Zone land and Rural Living Zone land:

¢ No dwelling should be constructed on Rural Living Zoned land within 50m of any boundary with Farming Zoned land. 50m is the
recommended safe distance for spraying near a dwelling and this distance would help to reduce the probability of other above mentioned
issues.

e Rural Living zone proposed for Southern Cross should not be extended any further than indicated in the proposed amendment as to
preserve very productive farming land.

e Land in Koroit, Kirkstall, Crossley and Tower Hill shown as being proposed Farming Zone 3, should remain Farming Zone 1. This is very
productive land and much of this has already been lost, further housing development should be focused on Kirkstall and Koroit townships.
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+ Land at the end of | A e by ryself to remain Farming Zone
1.

e Land south of the Princes Highway from Mahoneys Road, Killarney through to the Warrnambool City boundary, should remain Farming
Zone 1.

| would appreciate it if council takes into consideration the above points made. | can be contacted anytime if you have any queries.

Regards
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Planning and Environment Act 1987
OBJECTION TO GRANT OF PLANNING PERMIT

WHO IS OBJECTING?

e NN - I

of (Address) TN
Postcode: -7
Phone Number: (H)__l (W)_M)
email: _ |

WHAT APPLICATION DO YOU OBJECT TO?
Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn (RCZ2 C70)

PERMIT APPLICATION NO.:

PROPOSAL: Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn (RCZ2 C70)

THE LAND PROPOSED TO BE USED OR DEVELOPED: —_

APPLICANT FOR THE PERMIT: _ Moyne Shire planning proposal.

WHAT ARE THE REASONS FOR YOUR OBJECTION?

W roposed overlay will drastically alter ongoing use of the land (32 acres)

at including continuation of its current farming usage.

We anticipate that the proposed RCZ C70 (RCZ2 C70) Moyne conservation overlay will include

'creep' and that the end result will be that agricultural use will be significantly diminished/not
_permitted in its entirety on this land.

We are also concer lication of the RCZ C70 overlay to this cleared
(unwooded) Tand at is inappropriate and does not adhere to the guidelines

of the RCZ C70. This concern is primarily based on the information outlini
overlay is a tool for use for wooded/uncleared land. This is not applicable to

which has been cleared and used for agricultural purposes for well over 50 y

If you require more room, please attach a separate page.
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HOW WILL YOU BE AFFECTED BY THE GRANT OF A PERMIT?

We will be negatively impacted in terms of our income if the permit disallows/diminishes

our ability to continue agricultural use of this land.

Please also note that to maintain fire safety of this land, that agricultural use is an

important component. We are concerned that if we are not able to continue agricultural
use of this land that fire risk will be elevated due to growth of standard (i.e. non-protected,

non-indigenous) grasses.

Signature:

10.

11.

12.

13.

Date: 7-11-2021

IMPORTANT NOTES ABOUT OBJECTIONS TO PERMIT APPLICATIONS:

This form is to help you make an objection to an applicant in a way which complies with the Planning
and Environment Act 1987 and which can be readily understood by the Responsible Authority. There is
no requirement under the Act that you use any particular form.

Make sure you clearly understand what is proposed before you make an objection. You should inspect
the application at the Responsible Authority’s office.

To make an objection you should clearly complete the details on this form and lodge it with the
Responsible Authority as shown on the Public Notice — Application for Planning Permit.

An objection must:
» State the reasons for your objection; and
» State how you would be affected if a permit is granted.

All objections received are placed in the relevant planning file by the planning officers and are therefore
available for perusal by any member of the public during office hours.

The Responsible Authority may reject an application which it considers has been made primarily to
secure or maintain a direct or indirect commercial advantage for the objector. In this case, the Act
applies as if the objection had not been made.

If your objection relates to an effect on property other than at your address as shown on this form, give
details of that property and of your interest in it.

To ensure the Responsible Authority considers your objection, make sure that the Authority receives it
by the date shown in the notice you were sent or which you read in the newspaper or on the site.

It is Council policy that copies of all objections are forwarded to the applicants. Applicants are entitled to
be kept informed of the progress of their applications AND are encouraged to respond appropriately to
concerns raised in objections.

The information you provide to Council will only be used for the purpose for which it is submitted in
accordance with the Planning and Environment Act 1987. The information, including personal
information, may be disclosed to other parties or members of the public as part of the planning process.

If you lodge an objection before the Responsible Authority makes a decision, the Authority will tell you
its decision.

If despite your objection the Responsible Authority decides to grant the permit, you can appeal against
the decision. Details of the appeal procedures are set out on the back of the Notice of Decision which
you will receive. An appeal must be made on a prescribed form (obtained from the Victorian Civil &
Administrative Appeals Tribunal) and accompanied by the prescribed fee. A copy must be given to the
Responsible Authority. The closing date for all appeals is 21 days of the Responsible Authority giving
notice of its decision.

If the Responsible Authority refuses the application, the applicant can also appeal. The provisions are
set out on the Refusal of Planning Permit Application which will be issued at that time.
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'Amendment C70 Submission'

| write to express my opposition to the application of a Rural Conservation Zone 2 (RCZ2) on existing,
long held farming land around Budj Bim National Park, as indicated on the Planning Scheme Map 6,
in the Amendment C70. The specific amendment is for Budj Bim NP Environs which states...

Rezoning private land to the north and east of the Budj Bim National Park from Farming Zone to
Rural Conservation Zone Schedule 2, to protect biodiversity values and/or provide a buffer to the
National Park. The 40-hectare minimum lot size for this land will be retained.

| recognize that sound strategic planning of rural areas is required to ensure amongst other things,
that existing environmental qualities of rural areas are protected. However, the blanket application
of this RCZ is both confusing and inappropriate.

According to Planning Practice Note 42: Applying the Rural Zones June 2015,...

‘the Rural Conservation Zone is primarily concerned with protecting and conserving rural land

for its environmental features or attributes.

The Rural Conservation Zone is designed to be applied to rural areas where:

e the protection of the environmental features of the land is of primary strategic
importance including, for example, native vegetation, flora and fauna, significant
habitats, or they could relate to the visual qualities of the land

e the environmental features of the land are scarce and strict controls are required to
prevent the further loss or decline of those features

e land use and development could directly or indirectly threaten the environmental
values of the land and strict controls are required to manage this.

If the environmental or landscape features cover a large rural area, the Rural Conservation

Zone is likely to be suitable. However, if the features are widely dispersed or fragmented

and the surrounding land has been substantially altered (for example, broadacre

farming areas with wildlife corridors), the other rural zones may be more appropriate
supplemented with overlays.’

The application of a RCZ implies that the subject land has significant ecological value that warrants
conservation. Much of the land around Budj Bim NP is cleared farm paddocks with little vegetation
even along the fence lines. The environmental values of this land and a structured case to support
rezoning have not been substantiated to date, providing little evidence that the RCZ is a better
application tool than the current FZ to cover this example.

In the Moyne Shire Land Capability and Biodiversity Study 2009 pg 3, it is recommended for the
Bessibelle/Mt Eccles Planning Unit that...
a The Farming Zone be retained across the rural land apart from vegetated land adjacent Mt

Eccles National Park (now Budj Bim).

¢ The Rural Conservation Zone be applied with an ESO5 (Environmental Significance Overlay
Schedule) for habitat protection, to designated uncleared woodland abutting the Mt Eccles

National Park (Budj Bim) that is currently in the Farming Zone.

It seems that these recommendations have been totally ignored in the current Amendment

Both the Victorian Planning Provisions (Par 35.07 31/07/18 VC148) and the Moyne Planning Scheme
recognise that...” preservation of agricultural land for agriculture is essential to conserve and sustain
the economic strength of the Shire, including the health of processing and service industries that
support agriculture.” Farmers need to have long term security in the knowledge that rezoning will
not alter the ongoing ‘prior right’ use of the land for farming. There is no indication in the current
amendment that this will be the case, now or in the future.
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| believe the RCZ should be applied only where there is strong reason to protect important
ecological or landscape values, and where the primary use of the land is or should be for
conservation purposes. The uncleared woodland around the margins of Budj Bim N P is significantly
biodiverse. It is in this area that the RCZ could help to provide more long term surety over the
ecological values of that land in order to sustain an ecological buffer to the Park. It is recognized that
biodiversity is fundamental to the future sustainability of our world, so Council has an obligation —
both moral and specified under law — to protect and enhance ecosystems under their management.
However, it also has a responsibility to its people. The blanket application of a RCZ to the farming
areas bordering BudjBim NP does not demonstrate this, and is contradictory to the stated
importance of agriculture to the economic sustainability of the Shire.. The Council can create local
policy in the Planning Scheme that recognises the needs of the Shire’s farmers for long term
sustainability of agriculture on which the Shire is so economically dependent. | feel it would be
much more appropriate for the Shire to encourage farmers affected by the Amendment, to
enhance the biodiversity of their farmland through the development of wildlife corridors and
shelter plantations using indigenous vegetation species.

Mob Ph: I
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From: I

Sent: Monday, 8 November 2021 9:09 AM
To: Moyne
Subject: submission amendment Koroit C70

Dear sir/madam

| write you regarding to the amendment C70 in Koroit.
| am the owner of the land,

I like to see this to stay Farming zone as this land is fully operational agricultural land. We are a young family and we like to farm this land for many years to
come.

| do support the amendment for a building permit going from 40ha to 10 ha in our farming zone. We might have intentions down the track to live on our farm
property.

Another suggestion | like to add to the amendment in_ _ (rural living zone) that people that live there still receive their “section
32” and need to sign when they buy a property. As a farming business | am dependent on the weather and need to plant/irrigate/spray/harvest my crops when

it is required.

Kind regards,
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Phone: N
Email: I

October 37, 2021

Submission for Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy

The Amendment for the township of Hawkesdale | believe has been done with very little
consultation to the property owners of the land in question as well as little consideration for
the possible commercial and/or residential potential of our town.

| have lived in this area for most of my life, attending the schools, being involved on many

community groups and later becoming the owner of |||} EEGNGNGNGNGEGENGEENEEEEEEEEEEEEE
I O'cr the 28 years | have seen businesses close and the premises
turned into homes, leaving now only 4 shop front business operating. || NG

The proposed Amendment does not cater for anyone who may wish to operate a business or
build a residence near the main road (Dawson Street). This area is particularly important for
businesses as they rely on exposure and the passing traffic. Dawson Street at the moment does
not offer any land for development. The 2 blocks attached to homes and the other one which
has been purchased for future development, remain off the market as the owners want space
around them and no one should assume that they will be sold off in the near future.

The proposed Amendment offers land to the west side of the town which can become very wet
and drainage and septic issues can become a challenge. At the moment the roads are unused
so the development of these would fall onto whom? Our property which is developed and on
the corner of | covired a track to the side entrance which we were told
we could do at our cost. The area is also prone to noise from the Macarthur Windfarm which is
quite audible at certain times which could also be an issue for potential buyers. The most
obvious problem with this area is that it is farm land and the two owners have no intention of
selling in the near future. This land has been in their families for decades.
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Small towns, not just Hawkesdale need to be given the opportunity to expand and offer their
communities the best chance of future development. Residents live in small towns generally
for the lifestyle and they appreciate the services that are provided to them locally. Hawkesdale
needs more opportunity for businesses and by opening the area suggested in the Amendment
doesn’t provide the opportunities that Dawson Street would give to potential buyers. | would
hope that the southern and northern ends of Dawson Street be considered instead of the area
suggested in the Amendment.

At the end of the day | am just a small business owner who understands the difficulties of
providing a service to the local people in a country town. Providing expansion to a small town
is essential for growth. This Amendment doesn’t offer the chance for growth as the land in
guestion is mainly owned by 2 people who have no intention of selling and the distance from
the main road would discourage any business potential.

| ask that my concerns be considered when implementing this Amendment.
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27t October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyn
RURAL HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

Dear Moyne Shire Council,

| write this submission to the proposed planning scheme changes proposed by amendment
C70moyn as both a resident of Moyne and a consultant who assists a significant client base within
the Moyne Shire, primarily in the subdivision of land.

Following review of the amendments proposed by C70, | have prepared the following general
submissions:

1. Age of strategic planning strategies
It is apparent that the underlying strategic planning documents which this amendment has been
based upon are now all of significant age. These are:

e The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy 2010;

¢ Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy Addendum Report - August 2015;

¢ The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy Context Report 2010;

e Land Capability and Biodiversity Studies Project 2009

In addition to the date of preparation of these documents, being between 6 — 12 years old, the
underlying data which was referenced in these reports and forms the basis for their
recommendations is even older. For example, the Land Capability and Biodiversity Studies Project
2009 makes population projections to 2021 and utilises ABS data from 1996.

To utilise such outdated strategic documents when planning for the next 15-20 years of land-use
appears to be poor planning practice as it will not be reflective of the significant growth in this region
over the last decade, changes to agriculture, expansion of renewable energy facilities, etc. It also
appears that changing land-use preferences, technologies for waste-water treatment, improved
communications technologies and networks and urban revitalisation programs have led to a
generational change in the shire, especially in the southern area of Port Fairy, Kirkstall, Koroit,
Mailors Flat, Winslow, Cudgee, Purnim and Panmure.

It is submitted that before this amendment is progressed, the underlying strategic planning
documents be reviewed, updated and opened to further public consultation before this amendment
is revisited.

2. Clause 21.05

The general thread of the proposed alterations to Clause 21.05 is supported, with the proposed
addition of the settlement hierarchy a positive benefit to the utility of the scheme. However the

AD_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx 1 of 2
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discussion surrounding rural housing and rural residential development misses the following key
points:

e Value of agricultural land is often determined by the ability for a dwelling to be constructed
on this land. Development of new dwellings in the farming zone is often driven by a new
agricultural business being developed by a new generation of farming families. The support
of land values is considered to be a significant driver in the wealth of shire and region. The
blanket characterisation of rural settlement being adversarial to agriculture is considered
to miss the subtleties of rural populations and community building.

e The historic settlement patterns have led to a diverse range of settlements across the shire,
including creation of small clusters of dwellings within a wider agricultural setting (E.g. in
lllowa and Tower Hill) and older settlements, (e.g. Grassmere Junction, Wangoom,
Toolong). These settlements and developments add to the special character of this region
and while there is potential for land-use conflict, these settlements provide links, physical,
economic and cultural to the agricultural base of the shire, maintain links to the historic
settlements and support the continuation of the community services and infrastructure
within this region. This pattern of settlement should be supported and maintained to ensure
the strong sense of community and allowing for appropriate re-structuring of historically
created small lots within the farming zone. Potential development of new dwellings and/or
subdivision within such settlements should not be discouraged where it is in the context of
these settlements.

e The strategy to encourage population growth within all areas of the Shire should be
retained.

3. Clause 21.07

The recognition the much small-lot subdivision can be undertaken to assist farm consolation and
agricultural viability is supported, however as noted above, the development of clusters of small
lots resulting from a farm re-structuring can be beneficial to the community and provide a positive
outcome for both agricultural properties and the rural population. There are already significant
hurdles which impede development of dwellings in the farming zone and the proposed local policies
appear to make it harder for new agricultural enterprises to be established.

The inclusion of a 2ha maximum area for small lot subdivision is opposed. This is overly restrictive
and inhibits the inclusion of appropriate infrastructure as needed. In particular house-lot excisions
are proposed to support the on-going use of land for agriculture by removing an unneeded asset
from the farming land, either reducing the value for a purchaser or allowing an owner to inject the
equity back into the farming operation.

It is requested that further consultation be undertaken to refine these strategies to appropriately
support the agricultural base of the shire.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely,

AD_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx 2 of 2
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27t October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyn
RURAL HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

Dear Moyne Shire Council,

| write this submission to the proposed planning scheme changes proposed by amendment
C70moyn and am acting for the landowners [Ji|j in this matter.

This submission is in relation to a property located on the eastern edge of the township of Port
Fairy, described as ||| | } QJJEE - This site is currently within the Rural Living Zone of the
planning scheme and amendment C70 proposes to change the zoning of this land to Rural Living
Zone Schedule 3 (RLZ3). The site is in map 34 of the exhibited amendment, of which an extract is
shown below:

\

This property is located on a narrow ridgeline on the northern side of the ||| [ . with 3
small lots containing existing dwellings located to the east of this property. This ridgeline falls
steeply away from these properties to the north and west into an area of floodplain covered by the
floodway overlay, the context of these properties is shown on the attached aerial photograph.

2821_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx1 of 3
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Steep slope

Steep slope

I

This property and the 3 lots to the east appear to have been created through historic planning
decisions and have general characteristics of the urban fabric of Port Fairy. This appearance of
being essentially urban sized lots on the outskirts of Port Fairy gives rise to the view that these 4
properties were intended to form part of the township and not the rural living zone.

Given the small areas of these 4 properties, the constrained location of these 4 properties with a
steep slope separating them from the lower lying flood prone land and the appearance of being
urban lots, the following submission is made:

e The rezoning of this land to RLZ3 is opposed.

e |t is requested that the zoning of the properties addressed as 240, 270, 272 and 274
Princes Highway, Port Fairy be amended to the General Residential Zone 1, with the
associated Design and Development Overlay (Schedule 21) be applied to this land to
accord with the zoning of similar lots on periphery of Port Fairy.

Including these properties within the General Residential Zone will ensure that the existing land-
uses and development patterns is appropriately recognised in the planning scheme. It will also
facilitate the potential extension of the reticulated sewerage network along the Princes Highway to
improve the treatment of waste-water from these small lots, improving the health of the adjacent
floodplain and health of the residents of these properties. Such a sewer extension, approximately
350m in length from No. 238, would be expected to be constructed as part of a development of No.
240, which would be undertaken if this land was rezoned to the General Residential Zone 1.

2821_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx2 of 3
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Although it is understood that this amendment is not explicitly considering the rezoning of land to
General Residential Zone, and it may be generally more considered as part of amendment C69
(Port Fairy Structure Plan), it is a relatively simple consideration to the appropriate application of
the Rural Living Zone and hence the making of this submission. Given the housing pressures in
Port Fairy, this request would facilitate a relatively straightforward development of potentially 8-10
lots to add to the housing opportunities in Port Fairy.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely,

2821_C1_Planning Scheme Submision.docx3 of 3
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27t October 2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy 3284

Email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

RE: MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyn
RURAL HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

Dear Moyne Shire Council,

| write this submission to the proposed planning scheme changes proposed by amendment
C70moyn and am acting for the landowners ||l in this matter.

This submission is in relation to a property located within the settlement of Grassmere, described
as| . This site is currently within the Farming Zone and C70 proposes to change
the zoning of this land to Rural Living Zone Schedule 1 (RLZ1). The site is in map 23 of the exhibited
amendment, of which an extract is shown below:

2588 C4_Planning Scheme Submision.docx1 of 3
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The smaller settlements of within the Moyne Shire, such as Yambuk, Killarney, Crossley, Winslow,
Mailors Flat, Grassmere, Cudgee, Purnim, Garvoc and Panmure provide a distinctive character to
the south-west region, supporting a strong rural community which link to the rural landscapes and
agricultural industries underpinning the economy of the area and support a substantial part of the
population of the shire. Population growth within these settlements is considered to be imperative
to support these communities, with schools, service organisations (e.g. CFA) and sporting clubs
all requiring growth to maintain their membership base as the population ages and families reduce
in size.

The settlements closer to Warrnambool have all exhibited significant growth in the period since the
Rural Housing Settlement Strategy and the addendum report were authored in 2010 and 2015
respectively. In the case of Grassmere, review of aerial photography indicates that there are now
only 3 vacant lots within the settlement boundary available for development of dwellings. Further
analysis identifies 3 lots which could possibly be further subdivided under the proposed RLZ1,
however these lots may have access constraints which reduce development capacity and may only
be able to supply an additional 4-6 lots to the settlement. Following the growth trend in Grassmere,
it is not unreasonable to predict that the available land supply in Grassmere will be rapidly
exhausted and the settlement will be unable to provide appropriate opportunities for further
population growth and residential land supply.

Review of the patterns of land-use in Grassmere, exhibits a clear predominance of residential uses,
with the majority of lots containing a single dwelling surrounded by large garden areas. This land-
use appears to more closely resemble a low density residential pattern rather than rural living which
also encourages small scale agricultural uses within the settlement.

The proposed application of the RLZ1 to Grassmere and the proposed strategy in Clause 21.09-
11 to not support further intensification of lot density will effectively limit further development within
Grassmere and will not encourage growth and development within the settlement boundary. Such
limitation on growth opportunities will not support the community services of Grassmere, nor protect
adjoining farmland. There is clear opportunity within the settlement for additional lots to be created
with appropriate regard to the character of this settlement.

Given the growth trends, lack of development potential and the prevailing patterns of land-use in
Grassmere, this submission:

o Opposes the re-zoning of the land to the Rural Living Zone Schedule 1

e Requests that the Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ) be applied to the settlement to
assist appropriate growth of the settlement and to support the continuation of community
services provided within this settlement to the wider area. From review of the location of
dwellings constructed throughout Grassmere, there are number of opportunities for
appropriate infill development which could be further developed to make use of existing
infrastructure while maintaining the character of the area.

e Requests that council commission updated strategic planning strategies to guide this
amendment. As the RHSS and Land Capability Study are already between 6-12 years old,
with the underlying data, even older (for example ABS data utilised from 1996-97 and
2000-2001 in the Moyne Land Capability and Biodiversity Study). To base this significant
amendment, on such outdated studies, is argued to be poor planning practice and not

2588 C4_Planning Scheme Submision.docx2 of 3
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supporting an orderly planning process for a significant proportion of the council region.
Given the expected timeframe before any future review of the changes implemented by
this amendment (generally accepted to be 15 - 20 years from date of amendment) is
undertaken, for planning of development to 2040 using underlying data which is already
quite old, indeed would be 50 years old by 2040, is extremely poor planning and is an
abrogation of the duty of council to ‘provide sound, strategic and co-ordinated planning of
the use and development of land in its area’ as required by section 12 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987.

If you have any queries or wish to further discuss this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

Yours sincerely,

2588 C4_Planning Scheme Submision.docx3 of 3
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08/11/2021

Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51
Port Fairy VIC 3284

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70
TO THE MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME
Multiple land holdings detailed below

Dear Sir/Madam,

We act on behalf of_ that are the landowners and also additionally lease parts

of the land identified in this submission.

The land in ownership is held in varying entities by the commercial farming enterprise, which is more

The following will provide an explanation of the land ownership, leasing arrangements and the
commercial farming enterprise that is undertaken on the land that forms the basis of this submission.

THE LAND

° The subject land is made up of multiple titles of land held in varying ownership entities, but all

are principally held in ownership by_, both of whom manage the
farming enterprise known as_.

° There is also a portion of their farm that is leased land from other landowners.

. The leased area of land is located in the middle of the two larger halves of the dairy farm and is
located immediately north of the - (north of- Road) and extends across the
entire width of the farm area.

° The main body of the farming enterprise is undertaken on land located between/around
I o= o) (<< >~ -
(north).

° There are also two parts of the farming enterprise that are located nearby at:

o _ (approximately 800m-1km from the township of
]
° The total farm size (inclusive of all land) is approximately 400 hectares.
. Figure 1 below provides a diagram to show all land that is used in the farming enterprise.
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THE AGRICULTURAL BUSINES & PRODUCTION

The farming enterprise is currently progressing through a generational transition with_
continuing and ultimately transitioning the farming enterprise to the next generation of their family
business.

The primary agricultural production undertaken by the farming enterprise is summarised as follows:

. 400-420 head dairy farm, with the dairy being located _

. Calf rearing of an average 200-250 head per annum. Part of the herd being returned to the dairy
herd and the remainder of the calves being sold at market.

. Sheep grazing of an average 200-300 head per annum.
. _ supplies their milk production directly to the Bega milk processing factory
at Koroit.

The agricultural enterprise is currently supported by existing and continually evolving agricultural
infrastructure on the land that includes but not limited to:

) A large scale pivot irrigator in the northern portion of the site (south of_
)

. Calf rearing complex consisting of a collection of yards and shedding anng-Road;

. The dairy shed complex along- Road;

. Multiple machinery sheds at varying locations for equipment storage across the farm; and

. Three dwellings also support the farming enterprise; with two being used directly by the two
families that are the principal operators of the farm and the other being used for
accommodation for on-farm workers that are employed by the business. All of these dwellings

have access to- Road.

SUBMISSION TO AMENDMENT C70

On their behalf, the following concerns are raised regarding the proposed C70 Planning Scheme
Amendment to their property at the land described in this submission.

The parcels of land that are located at- Road and on the western side of the_

Road remain unaffected by Amendment C70 but have been included to show the whole farming
enterprise for the purposes of this submission.

FARMING ZONE 3

The main part of the farming enterprise (that are currently contiguous parcels of land) generally

proposed by C70 to be located in the Farming Zone Schedule 3 (FZ3).

The main change proposed by C70 and the FZ3 that is of concern is that a dwelling will be able to be
constructed on a lot of 10ha in size without the need for a permit.

The expansive use of the Farming Zone 3 west and south of Koroit, allowing a dwelling without a
planning permit on land of 10ha or more will compromise the local agricultural economy and
substantially and in a cumulative way, convert agricultural land for hobby farms that is being currently
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farmed by not only the_ but by at least four (4) other larger commercial farming
enterprises.

The extent of the other commercial farming enterprises in the area and_ are shown
at Figure 2 to demonstrate the wide expanse of land that is actively used for commercial farming
enterprises.

The effect of the of the FZ3 proposed change by C70 to the -farm will severly compromise
the ongoing viability of the farm by the leased portion of the farm potentially being sold and not re-
leased back to their farming enterprise. This is likely to occur as the appeal of selling land for lifestyle
properties are currently attracting very high prices in the current real estate market.

If the leased land were sold, this could mean that without a planning permit on any 10 hectare parcel
of land in that area could be constructed with a dwelling that will effectively cut the farm into two
pieces and the contiguous nature of the farm will be lost.

LEASED LAND IMPACT TO

The leased land is made up of 15 individual parcels of which:

. The total land area is 50.3ha in size;

° All lots are currently under 10 hectares in size;

. 9 lots currently have direct access to a road frontage; and
. 6 lots are land locked.

If the current lease was not renewed to_ and sold, as already detailed it is highly likely
that these lots would be sold for lifestyle lots at residential market prices, removing viability for farm
expansion.

With this said, the consolidation of lots can occur without planning permission being required, and
there is an opportunity that lots over 10ha could easily be created within this leased land area.

If the consolidation of lots was undertaken, a total of 5 dwellings could be constructed without a
planning permit within the leased area. This will create a substantial impact on the-farming
enterprise and other surrounding farms also through land fragmentation and land use conflicts.

The other potential scenario impact to_ farm is that if each lot that has a road frontage
within the leased area were to be sold individually, it is possible (subject to a planning permit being
issued) that a total of 9 dwellings could be constructed within the leased area.

Either of the above scenarios for the leased land area will severely impact on_ farm by
cutting the farm into two fragmented parts, severely impacting its economic viability and would also
mean that further investment in agricultural infrastructure would be necessary to mitigate this land
fragmentation. This potential impact would have long lasting impacts on the agricultural business that
may not be able to be mitigated in the future were it to occur.

OTHER IMPACTS

Notwithstanding any impact that will likely occur from the leased part of the farm being converted for
lifestyle lots, the cumulative effect of additional dwellings spreading into the area west and south of

Koroit will lead to additional land use conflicts between those large commercial farming enterprises
and smaller lifestyle lots.




Submission 40, Page 4 of 8

The ability for additional land resources for the expansion of commercial farming enterprises will be
severely compromised as the land resource will be taken up in smaller hobby farm uses and not able
to be returned to larger farming enterprises principally because of economic viability.

The introduction of smaller hobby farm uses with the introduction of a 10ha lot size for a dwelling
without the need for a planning permit will also artificially increase the median land price for
agricultural land, which will make farm expansion in some circumstances unviable. The effect of this
economic shift will compromise the growth and viability of dairy farms to compete with larger farms
in agricultural markets.

The potential land use change that will be caused by the introduction of the FZ3 may and likely will
cause a downturn in milk supply to the local Bega milk processing plant. This would be caused through
agricultural operators leaving the land and selling/altering the land for small hobby farms across the
proposed FZ3 area west and south of Koroit.

It is understood that the confidence in Koroit suffered setbacks in its prosperity where previous
downturns in factory production have occurred in the past, principally on the basis that the milk
processing industry is a major employer to Koroit and the sub-region.

The use of the Farming Zone 3 should not be used west and south of Koroit. The Farming Zone controls
should remain unaltered to effectively protect those existing agricultural businesses.

RURAL LIVING ZONE 2

It has been well understood for a considerable amount of time by commercial farming enterprises
that rural living uses would be consolidated around the western edge of Koroit and would not extend
past the Crossley Intersection and Scotts North Road. This demarcation between land uses is shown
in Figure 2, shown as a red line oriented north south generally along the Crossley intersection/Scotts
North Road alignment.

Any perceived need in the market for lifestyle properties should be catered for within the Rural Living
Zone 2 area proposed by C70, and where necessary this area could provide for some additional infill
lots to satisfy the perceived demand in the market for this type of land.

The extent of the Rural Living Zone 2 area should not extend beyond those areas shown in Figure 3
below, so as to maintain the viable nature of the existing farming enterprises and importantly, provide

for the protection and future of the_ business for_ and future

generations.

VCAT DECISIONS

to this submission as it is directly relevant to the proposed impacts detailed above.

It is important to note that the subject land from this VCAT decision is directly south of-

-Farm and fronts the western side of the_ Road, which is also proposed to be

included the FZ3 area by Amendment C70.

The policy assessment that the Tribunal detail in its determination states that a dwelling on a 10.48
hectare property is not consistent with agricultural State/Local Planning Policy and the provisions of

the Farming Zone.
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The Tribunal in its decision raised the following concerns about the application that it ultimately
determined to not approve:

. The Tribunal’s decision highlighted that the land in this area is high quality agricultural land.
None of the parties involved in the hearing disputed this matter.

. The proposed dwelling would increase land use conflicts between larger farming enterprises
and lifestyle properties.

. The continued introduction of dwellings on smaller lots such as proposed will in a cumulative
manner inflate land prices and will make land unviable for the expansion of farming enterprises
and ultimately impact on the agricultural economy and agricultural production.

. The demand for lifestyle properties and the proliferation and concentration of lifestyle
properties in agricultural areas will lead to the fragmentation of productive agricultural land.

. The Tribunal also relied on other previous VCAT decisions to refuse the dwelling on the 10ha
lot.

This VCAT decision is considered to be a key consideration for Amendment C70 and something that
needs to guide the outcomes for this area as a best practice example of policy assessment to maintain
sustainable agriculture as a major component of the region’s economy.

SUMMARY

This submission seeks to:

. Remove the Farming Zone 3 from being applied to the area west and south of Koroit in its
entirety to effectively protect_ and other existing agricultural businesses.
. Extend the proposed Rural Living Zone 2 area west and south of Koroit as exhibited to also

include land as detailed in Figure 3 below.

Please contact me on _ or_ on _ or via email if you have any

guestions about this submission. Any further correspondence regarding the amendment and this

submission should be directed to_

Yours faithfully,
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Figure 1

WHOLE FARM PLAN FOR | (#00 HECTARES=)

LEASED LAND AREA intersects the middle of the northern and southern parts of the farm - shown in orange

DAIRY FARM COMPLEX - shown in orange

THREE (3) EXISTING FARM DWELLINGS - shown in red (adjacent to ||} Roac)
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Figure 2
SURROUNDING COMMERCIAL AGRICULTURAL BUSINESSES — areas shown in green

SUBJECT LAND FOR 2015 VCAT HEARING — shown in yellow

_DWELLINGS — shown in red

I 0//RY COMPLEX — shown in orange

UNDERSTOOD BOUNDARY BETWEEN AGRICULTURAL USES AND EMERGING RURAL LIVING USES - shown as a red line along
Road and the




Submission 40, Page 8 of 8

Figure 3

REVISED EXTENT OF RLZ2 THAT SHOULD BE PROGRESSED BY AMENDMENT C70 — shown in red

_ FARM — shown in blue

OTHER FARMING BUSINESS AREAS — shown in green
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SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF
|

Amendment C70 to the Moyne Planning Scheme

5 November 2016

q:\211751\004.doc
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Introduction

1.

This submission is made on behalf of N

I owns own the land il of the Budj Bim National Park being the
land known shown marked yellow on the plan annexed to these

submissions G

I s aoricultural land used for grazing and cropping. il

I has been held by I for over 100 years and
during this time, has always been farmed by |G -

Some bush land is located on | but only a small portion of
the land. A satellite image is annexed these submission showing the
extent of the bush land.

This submission is therefore directed at that part of Amendment C70 (the
Amendment) to the Moyne Planning Scheme (the Scheme) which
proposes to change the zoning of the JjiijiLand from the Farming Zone
(F2), to the Rural Conservation Zone (RCZ).

In summary, the Amendment is flawed as:

a. It is inconsistent with the planning objectives in section 4 of the
Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act), the State Planning
Policy Framework (SPFF), the Local Planning Policy Framework
(LPPF) and the Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS);

b. It is inconsistent with the Moyne C70 Land Capability and Biodiversity
Studies Project 2009 (the Capability Project);

c. The objective of protecting bush land can be achieved by less
restrictive and more appropriate planning controls;

d. It does not recognise that historically landowners have protected
bushland without planning controls.

q:\211751\004.doc
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e. It proposes to apply planning controls suitable for natural resources on
cleared and productive agricultural land.

The Amendment

10.

It is not necessary to set out the background and content of the
Amendment in its entirety. Instead, [l Makes submission on the
part of the Amendment that impacts |l Land.

The purposes of the RCZ are primarily concerned with the natural
environment, natural resources and conservation. The majority of the
I Land is cleared agricultural land more suited for the purposes and
controls of the FZ. While Jjjjiiimay have the benefit of existing use rights
if the Amendment is approved in its current form, any change agricultural
practice may require a planning permit. Further, the construction of a
building for agricultural feeding purposes may require planning approval.

Under the current FZ a permit is not required for agricultural use, or to
construct a building for agricultural feedings purposes (subject to minor
limitations.

The SPFF and MSS both emphasise the need to protect productive
agricultural land and enable innovation in agriculture. Applying the RCZ to
cleared agricultural land will not encourage or allow for evolving and
changing agricultural uses, as planning permission will be required.

The Capability Project

Relevantly, the Capability Project:

11.

States that the RCZ is most applicable where the environment or
landscape features cover a substantial area rather than being widely
dispersed or fragmented, or where the surrounding land has been
substantially altered.® The bush land on the ] Land is mostly
fragmented and has itself been substantially altered.

! Capability Project - page 16.

q:\211751\004.doc
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12.

13.

14.

States that because of climate change, the relative importance and

versatility (emphasis added) of agriculture in the Shire may increase...?

In reference to the State Government's Planning Practice Note: Applying
the Rural Zones (DSE February 20073:

The nature of farming in Victoria is changing in ways that require careful
consideration. It is:

- Becoming more diverse. Farming in Victoria is constantly changing and
expanding in response to changing world and domestic consumption
patterns and the need to remain profitable and sustainable.

Requiring a planning permit for a change in agricultural use is inconsistent
with the need and demand for diverse farming practices.

Alternative Planning Controls

15.

It is clear the purpose of the RCZ is to protect the bushland on N
Land. An alternative and more appropriate control can be achieved by
applying either:

a. Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) that requires a permit to
remove, destroy or lop any vegetation, with an appropriate schedule
so fencing and agricultural buildings can be constructed without the
need for a permit; or

b. Vegetation Protection Overlay (VPO) that requires a permit to remove,
destroy or lop any vegetation specified in a schedule to the VPO, with
an appropriate schedule that identifies what vegetation is required to
be protected.

2 Capability Project — page 39.

3 Capability Project — page 40.

q:\211751\004.doc
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Conclusion

16. The FZ is the appropriate zone for land being used for agriculture.?

17. A significant part of the ] Land is clear open county that has been
farmed for over 100 years.

18. Applying the RCZ to cleared open county is contrary to good planning
practices.

19. Uncleared land can be sufficiently protected by alternative planning
controls such as the ESO or VPO. This will allow for innovation and
flexibility in agricultural practises to meet the future needs of the
agricultural sector.

20. There is no evidence that the existing planning controls on the i Land
has resulted in damage to or the removal of bush land.

8 November 2021

4 Capability Project — Page 73.

q:\211751\004.doc
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OBJECTION TO PLANNING AMENDMENT
C70 MOYNE SHIRE

| wish to object to the Planning amendment permit C70
Moyne Shire it is at odds with the planning scheme and does
not support the purposes of retaining productive agricultural
land, protecting the long-term viability of large-scale
agriculture into the future and has the potential to create
conflicting land uses that adversely impact on farming
practices. This planning amendment could see a dramatic
increase in the creation of smaller allotments with dwellings
for non -agricultural purposes adjacent to sites such as
working dairies and the multitude of dairy farms in the area
on large acreage potentially having a highly negative impact
on the operations of Agricultural farms and therefore also on
the employment and business viability of these operations.
As seen in other areas the establishment of residences
adjacent to dairy farms has resulted in farmers having their
residential neighbours attempting to not allow basic farming
activities resulting in court challenges up to the Supreme
Court level.
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The area of land within this proposal should remain Farming
Zone to give farmers confidence and assurance that their
ability to farm in the area without conflicts of land use is
maintained and that it will preserve some of Victoria’s best
high quality agricultural land which is highly productive and
sought after. Refusing this amendment would protect
farming and food production from subdivision into smaller
lots with residential dwellings and non-farming practices
creating insecurity for farmers, potential for stress and loss of
time and therefore income responding to numerous
potential conflicts and planning permit applications for
smaller subdivisions.

| am the owner operator of a family third generation
Australian owned 400acre dairy farm. The ||} N NR
boundary of my fence line is || ] of this proposal’s
Southern boundary. | have a working dairy milking in the
early morning and night 100 meters from that boundary
(refer to map). The area of land adjacent to my ||} N
boundary is not suitable to be included in this amendment as
it is next to my dairy with effluent ponds that are regularly
pumped out, milk tankers coming in the middle of the night,
24/7 machinery operation, spraying of fields and the noise
and smell from the dairy should not be adjacent to any
residential area.

Furthermore, | wish to draw to your attention that the
conflicts with the areas adjacent to the numerous working
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dairies within in this proposed area for amendment have the
same issues and potential for undermining the ability of
these dairies to carry out their day-to-day operations which is
the primary industry in this area and the backbone of the
local economy and should be properly supported by refusing
this proposed amendment.
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Ps

As part of my objection | also offer an alternative
site for your planned subdivision.

The area | have chosen will have little to no impact
on nearby farmers as the land is not intensively
farmed more so large lifestyle non commercial
types . This land area will not impact the rest of the
land prices in the moyne shire simply because its
not highly sought after land and houses are
sparsely situated.

The basic location is between the port fairy water
tower and goose lagoon on the south side of the
highway. This area could be subdivided into 150
25acre blocks some could even have with private
beach access . School buses are at the front gate
to primary or seconday and even preschool, 25
acre allotments allow for the self employed or all
your weekend activities all without disturbing any

I‘\f‘\ﬂl"l’\\f 'FGI"I'Y‘\(‘\I"("I I’\ﬁhf\f\ "')II l"\ﬂhl‘\il\f Ii\fihﬂ il’\ MIIF MIATNM
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15" November 2021

Moyne Shire

Strategic Planning Unit
PO Box 51

Port Fairy

VIC 3284

Subject: Amendment C70 Submission

We wish to submit 2 responses to the above mentioned amendment.

Submission 1:
We wish to submit our support of applying a minimum lot size of 2 hectares — Southern Cross.

We feel that the minimum lot size of 2 hectares is appropriate for Southern Cross as most residences
have generous amounts of land between neighbours. Living on spacious allotments in Southern Cross is
a lifestyle choice for the residents.

Minimum lot sizes of 2 hectares allow residents to enjoy rural living with the options of keeping pets and
small hobby farms i.e. horses, sheep without encroaching on adjoining properties/residents.

The Victorian State Government is supportive of minimum lot sizes of 2 hectares as covered under
PPN42.

The following statement about the application of Rural Zones is taken from the PPN42 on the
www.planning.vic.gov.au website.

PPN42: Applying the Rural Zones

Rural Living Zone:
“This zone provides for residential use in a rural environment. It is designed to cater for lots in a rural

setting that are large enough to accommodate a dwelling and a farming use.”

Council should be aware of the need to retain rich farm and agricultural land which is being irrevocably
lost every day to housing developments.

Page 1 of 2
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The impacts of the loss of farm and agricultural land can be far-reaching, including but not limited to loss
of food production, loss of soil fertility and destruction of species habitat.

Moyne Shire has made mention in the Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy Addendum Report that
“due to the proximity of Koroit and Mailors Flat there is no intention to provide the Southern Cross
area with any community or recreational facilities and to only provide limited infrastructure akin to
rural residential areas on the edge of settlements” therefore we feel that a minimum lot size of less
than 2 hectares would be adverse to the area.

The Municipal Strategic Statement as per Ordinary Council Meeting — 15 December 2015 identified:

e Agriculture as the most significant land use within the Shire.

e Agriculture is also the most important sector of the local or regional economy, in terms of its
contribution to gross product, value-adding, employment and trade. The economic well-being
of towns, as well as the Shire generally, is directly related to the incomes of primary producers.

e The MSS seeks to avoid residential and rural residential development on small rural lots or re-
subdivision of existing lots that may form isolated developments that are unrelated to existing
townships and impact on farming activities and sensitive environments.

e The MSS specifically seeks to maintain the status of agriculture as a key element of the
economy and encourage innovative farming practices to expand the agriculture sector’s role.

Submission 2:
We wish to submit our opposition to any change in which existing landowners will be denied the
opportunity to be notified by Moyne Shire of planning permit applications.

We feel that it is not unreasonable for any future planning permit applications to be examined by
existing residents/landowners for design and siting issues to minimise any adverse impacts listed below
and to allow for best outcomes for all parties.

We encourage the Moyne Shire to enforce:

o New builds should not negatively impact existing residents views or land values
o Setbacks

o Height restrictions encompassing dwellings/outbuildings/vegetation/landscaping

Page 2 of 2
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From: I

Sent: Monday, 8 November 2021 3:02 PM
To: Moyne

Subject: Amendment C 70 Submission
Attachments: 004.jpg; 005.jpg

AMENDMENT C70 SUBMISSION

| am the owner of 71 acres which consists of 10 titles at_ that i am keen to develop into a

Rural Living Zone.
| have looked at the proposed amendments for the Koroit and Kirkstall areas. | think the amendments are based on ten year old out dated
information and they do not reflect the current demand or provide enough Rural Living Zoned land that would actually be available for sale. There

is no near enough Rural Living Zoned land.

| with my pIanne_ would be keen to work with council and the state planning panel to do a reconfiguration of my current titles to
something like i have provided (see attachment 2).

If my titles were reconfigured and rezoned to Rural Living Zone i would have 10 — 7 acre lots available for sale next year.

Please contact me by email _ or mobile —_to discuss further.

Regards,
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To Moyne Shire
Re: C70moyn — Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy

Moyne Shire is an area that is rich in agricultural history. A proud history of making a living on the
land. We are against the proposed changes to the zoning area and allotment sizes in the C70 moyn
proposal will have a negative impact for the following reasons:

Loss of agricultural land

Currently we have the 40-hectare rule in place which is a safeguard to make sure the farmland is
productively used and for farming purposes. It stops rural lifestyle blocks being developed in prime
agricultural land. It is common knowledge that over the last couple of decades, the amount of
farmland that we have for food production has significantly decreased and add on top of the foreign
ownership has increased, we really need to preserve the farmland we have and look at better ways
of dealing with population overspill from places like Warrnambool.

You state that changing the size from 40 hectare to 10 hectares is designed for small scale
farm/agriculture enterprises, yet you haven’t provided any criteria around this, which leads me to
believe that this could be manipulated for other use as there are not controls in place. Preserving
agricultural land should be a priority.

Currently we are seeing the results of poor planning from Moyne Shire who are approving small
subdivisions of land on prime farmland. Examples of these are along the Warrnambool Penshurst Rd
Koroit where there are four recently built homes on approx. 3-hectare blocks with another in the
process of being built. This is a classic example of the loss of prime agricultural land that is not being
used for agricultural purposes anymore.

Small communities need to preserve our farmland, maintain our own locally grown/produced food
source. We should be supporting our farmer so they can provide us with an affordable food source
that is locally grown. We don’t want to become a country that relies on other counties for food. We
produce great quality food, we need to protect this now, we need to protect our farmland for our
future. We need to stop subdividing the land for other purposes.

Perhaps instead of promoting small scale farming/agriculture, incentives could be given to help
existing farmers diversify their existing operations which would lead to more employment
opportunities in Moyne Shire.

Affordable housing

| understand that our population is growing, and this places pressure on councils to come up with
options to provide for this. Affordable housing needs to be looked at. Currently we are in
unprecedented times. The surprise thing that has come out of the Covid-19 pandemic is the increase
in the prices of houses and rental properties. As you can see by the table below housing prices have
gone up be 27% regionally. Using Koroit as an example, currently advertised for sale on Domain,
there is not one house priced under $500K. This leaves purchasing a home out of reach for a lot of
families and pushing them into an overpriced rental market.
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Rezoning land to make way for smaller 10-hectare allotments will also promote an increase in land
values, making it harder for everyday mums and dads to purchase property. It will create an
environment for only the wealthy to be able to afford such properties, making more of a divide
between the classes in our society.

As there is this overspill from places like Warrnambool wouldn’t it make more sense to look at
options for smaller blocks attached to townships. Where the prices will hopefully be cheaper, and
the urban sprawl can be contained. Currently there seems to be no structure to the urban sprawl|
across Moyne shire which is contributing to the loss of valuable agricultural land.

Other Effects

There are two things that | think will happen with the changes to zonings and reducing the minimum
lost size. Property prices will go up, and rates will go up. It has not been stated anywhere what the
impact of rezoning will have on the calculations used to calculate rates, which leads me to presume
that this will go up. Another for of revenue raising.

What about our roads. They are already crumbling around us. They have been getting progressively
worse over the years. There doesn’t seem to be a clear plan to fix them. With the changes to zonings
and minimum lot sizes it would create more traffic on our roads, more use means more potholes.
What plans in place to fix and maintain our roads?

As there are low lying area around particularly between Koroit and Kirkstall, | have concerns about
the affects that flood water will have on these small allotments. Any new property built will have to
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have septic tanks. What happens when flood waters go over these septic tanks? Raw waste will seep
out. This will create a health issue. Once the flood waters finally recede, you will be left with
remnants of waste on the ground.

| also have a concern about noise pollution. Currently these farming areas are lovely peaceful areas.
Not just because they are beautiful areas to live in, but because they are quiet. This peace and quiet
is very important to our mental health, also working from home has created a great work life
balance. These proposed changes will create more noise pollution due to increased traffic and also
as we don’t know what these small farm/agriculture businesses’ will be and there are no controls in
place as to how they will operate. | could end up with a neighbour who operate at all hours of the
day and night, making lots of noise resulting in poor mental health and lifestyle.

Kind Regards
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Moyne Shire AMENDMENT C70 SUBMISSION

Submitter:

Submission regarding the proposed lllowa/Tower Hill RLZ2 area in Amendment C70

| support the rezoning of the lllowa/Tower Hill area to a Rural Living Zone, however | would like to
request to change the minimum lot size specified in the Schedule to one hectare. The following
points explain my reasoning for this request:

e This request is in keeping with the existing block sizing in the area. This is clearly
demonstrated on the zoning map below which shows the majority of the blocks in the
lllowa/Tower Hill RLZ2 area are already under two hectares with some being significantly
smaller, including several blocks which are less than one hectare.

e Any concerns that further development in this area would impact the current operations of
the quarry can be alleviated by the creation of a caveat. A caveat stating that no objections
can be made to the quarry’s operations under its current approval status would address
these concerns.

e Under the current planning scheme for this area, | can build bed and breakfast
accommodation or have tourism accommodation cottages however, | am not able to
subdivide to build one additional residential dwelling. In terms of the impact to the area, if
the intent of the two hectare minimum block size is to maintain lower density, then this
does not seem to be logical as to be economically viable, any tourist
accommodation/lodgings would need be substantially larger than a single residential
dwelling.

On a more personal level, | would like to outline some additional reasons underlying my submission:

e Currently the property is split into a single paddock (approximately one hectare) alongside
Rd and my home to the west (also approximately one hectare). The land has been
configured this way with a single, fenced off paddock for over 20 years and so what | am
requesting would merely make this division of the land official.

e Regarding concerns of Parks Victoria, the land has been grazed extensively in the past and
therefore would have little impact on crater vegetation. Unlike the current development on
the northern side of-, any dwelling on the land adjacent to my house would not
break the skyline as the land is a lot lower than where my current dwelling is. Therefore, it
would not impact on the aesthetics of the_.

e My elderly parents reside in my home and are currently unable to maintain this sized
property. They do not want to relocate as they love the area. The land is too small to farm
and too big for them to maintain. | usually work in Europe for at least nine months of the
year and so am not able to assist them with maintaining the property.

e The sale of this block would not go to market as | have family friends that will purchase this
block to build their dream family home for them and their three children. They would
become valuable members of this small community, whilst also providing support and
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assistance for my parents when | am overseas, which will enable them to remain living in my
home for as long as possible.

No one could have foreseen the impact that Covid 19 and the ensuing lockdowns would have on
regional growth in Victoria and | commend the Moyne Shire for their proactive approach towards
the anticipated role and growth expectations for the Shire’s smaller settlements.

For the reasons outline above, whilst | support the rezoning of the Illowa/Tower Hill area to a Rural
Living Zone, | would like to submit that the minimum lot size specified in the Schedule for this zone
be changed to one hectare (RLZ1).

Yours sincerely
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5 November 2021

Strategic Planner
Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51

MOYNE VIC 3284

By email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

Dear I

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70
MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME

We act on behalf of || 'coa'ding the above matter.

Our clients own approximately 13 hectares of land at || EEEEEENEGEGEGE
|

The Moyne Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy 2010 (herein
referred to as ‘the ‘Strategy’) recommends land in Southern Cross is suitable for
rezoning to the Rural Living Zone, with 2 hectares specified for:

- minimum subdivision area; and
- minimum area which no permit is required for a dwelling.

The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy — Addendum Report 2015 (herein
referred to as ‘the Addendum Report’) updates the findings of the Strategy for
Southern Cross locality (among others). The Addendum recommends a
decrease to the minimum subdivision area and minimum area for which no
permit is required for a dwelling to 1 hectare.

The Addendum Report identifies a 1 hectare minimum area for subdivision and
for which no permit is required for a dwelling would provide further growth that
is characteristic of the Southern Cross settlement with little need for additional
physical or community infrastructure.

Amendment C70moyn seeks to change the minimum subdivision area and
minimum area for which no permit is required for a dwellings to 2 hectares,
rather than 1 hectare as recommended by the Addendum Report.
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A comparative analysis of land supply figures from the Strategy and the
Addendum Report are outlined in the table, below.

Southern Cross - Land Supply Analysis

Zone Additional Lot Dwelling Total Land Supply
Yield Approvals
p/year*
RLZ 1ha
27 2 20 years

minimum lot size**

RLZ 2ha

- . 9 2 ~4.5 years
minimum lot size

* Kk

*awelling approval rates derived from Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy — Addendum Report 2015
**Rural Housing and Settlement Sirategy — Addendum Report 2015
**Amendment C70moyn (exhibited) and Moyne Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy 2010

As demonstrated above, reverting the minimum area for subdivision and for
which no permit is required for a dwelling to 2 hectares will result in a significant
undersupply of Rural Living Zoned land within Southern Cross (around 4.5 years

supply).

The Land Supply Analysis (above) also shows the 2 hectare lot size is not
consistent with the strategies identified in Clause 11.02-1S Supply of Urban
Land of the Moyne Planning Scheme, including the strategy:

- Plan to accommodate projected population growth over at least a 15
year period (author underline) and provide direction on locations where
growth should occur.

It is unclear why the original recommendation of the Addendum Report has
been abandoned, in relation to the 1 hectare minimum area for subdivision and
1 hectare minimum area for which no permit is required for a dwelling.

On this basis, |l surrort the recommendation to rezone land at
Southern Cross from the Farming Zone to the Rural Living Zone and request the
following changes:

- Amend the Southern Cross Framework Plan within proposed Clause
21.09-22 Southern Cross to remove reference to the ‘2 hectare minimum
lot size’ and replace with a reference to a ‘1 hectare minimum lot size’;

- Amend Planning Scheme Map 37 to re-zone land at Southern Cross as
shown on the map from Farming Zone (FZ) to Rural Living Zone
Schedule 1 (RLZ1).

In addition to the above, proposed Clause 21.09-22 Southern Cross identifies
the following ‘Vision’ (overleaf):
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No further intensification of lot densities shall be supported.

Given lot size, and therefore density, is managed through the Rural Living Zone,
the intention in relation to lot density in Proposed Clause 21.09-22 is unclear.

| welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss further and look forward
to working with Council during the preparation of the final amendment.

Should you have any queries please contact our office on || NN

Yours sincerely,
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Our Ref: 20961-03

Contact:
8 November 2021

Strategic Planning Department
Moyne Shire Council

E-mail: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au
Dear Sir/Madam,

Amendment C70moyn Submission Phone
Proposed Rural Living Zone land at Southern Cross

We represent I, /1O are the
landowners of the following parcels of land in Southern Cross:
|
1 I
1
1 I

All of this land is within the area of Southern Cross which is proposed to be rezoned from Farming
Zone to Rural Living Zone via Planning Scheme Amendment C70moyn as exhibited — refer to the
map below.

Whilst these landowners generally support the proposed rezoning of the land identified in
C70moyn from the Farming Zone to the Rural Living Zone, we write to you seeking minor
changes to the exhibited documents.



Submission 49, Page 2 of 3

The landowners were surprised to learn that the minimum subdivision area for this land proposed in
C70moyn had increased from 1 hectare, as recommended in the Council adopted Rural Housing and
Settlement Strategy, to 2 hectares.

We believe that the proposed 2 hectare minimum subdivision area in the Schedule to the Rural Living Zone,
as exhibited for Southern Cross, would represent an inefficient use of the land by providing for lots which
make no contribution to agriculture but also fail to address rural residential housing demand in Moyne Shire.

We therefore request that Moyne Shire Council revise the Schedule to the Rural Living Zone for Southern
Cross so that it allows for a minimum subdivision area of 1 hectare. This would represent a better strategic
planning outcome for the land for the following main reasons:

Demand

There are 31 existing dwellings within the area of Southern Cross identified as proposed Rural Living Zone.
There are only 8 vacant lots within this area. The fact that 80% of the lots are residential, in spite of the
existing Farming Zone discouraging residential development, is evidence that demand is very high to live in
Southern Cross. This is a more reliable indicator of demand than any other.

In its exhibited form, the amendment only allows for the subdivision of three existing lots as identified in the
map below. This may provide for an additional 7 dwellings which, when added to the potential of vacant lots,
brings the total potential housing yield for Southern Cross to just 15 dwellings.

It is our submission that 15 additional dwellings is simply not enough and would be exhausted in 5 years at a
rate of 3 new dwellings per year.

A 1 hectare lot minimum in the Schedule to the Rural Living Zone would allow the majority of lots within the
amendment area to subdivide, if they so wished. This would at least provide a supply which could be realised
through subdivisions, as determined by the market and the appetite of each individual lot owner/occupier.
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An undersupply of rural residential land would lead to more pressure for dwellings on small and larger lots in
the Farming Zone around Southern Cross and Koroit. The proposed amendment misses the opportunity to
manage residential development in Southern Cross appropriately to preserve productive farmland in the area
in accordance with Clause 14.01-1 Protection of agricultural land

Connectivity

Southern Cross has great connections to Warrnambool, Port Fairy and Koroit in terms of their proximity and
the quality of the road network. Both Southern Cross Road and Mailors Flat-Koroit Road are straight roads
which are within Road Zone — Category 1. The area represents an opportunity to live in a rural environment
within short driving time of important services. This appeals mainly to an older demographic who do not want
2 hectares of land to maintain.

Environmental

There are no watercourses within the land proposed to be rezoned via C70moyn.
The land has good soils for wastewater disposal.

There is no significant native vegetation in the area.

The land has a low risk of bushfire.

Given the area has minimal environmental constraints, the proposed amendment could make more efficient

use of land intended for rural living purposes by providing for a 1 hectare lot minimum.

In summary, the landowners we represent generally support the proposed rezoning of land identified in
C70moyn in Southern Cross to the Rural Living Zone with a variation to the proposed Schedule to
provide for a minimum lot size of 1 hectare.

Please contact me if you have any queries.

Your Sincerely
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Qur ref: SP477810 State Government Offices

Your ref: C70moyn ]
]
|

8 November 2021 Tel:
[ ]

Strategic Planner
Moyne Shire Council

I
Dear I

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT: C70moyn
PROPOSAL: Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy
ADDRESS: Moyne Shire Council (rural land and small settlements)

| refer to your letter of Notice to Lily D’Ambrosio, Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change
dated 7 September 2021, in respect of the above-described Planning Scheme Amendment.

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) has considered the amendment
and has identified the following interests:

e Implications for native vegetation and other biodiversity values

e Crown land interface and implications

The proposed amendment includes implications for Parks Victoria managed Crown land. DELWP has
engaged with Parks Victoria regarding the amendment, and anticipates forwarding any additional
detailed comment in this regard shortly.

DELWP supports the intent of the proposed amendment. The following comments and feedback are
provided to assist Council.

Application of Rural Conservation Zone
DELWP supports the recognition of environmental values through application of the Rural Conservation
Zone.

Rezoning of Public land

A significant component of the amendment comprises rezoning of public land within the Shire to either
Public Use Zone (PUZ), Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ) or Public Park and Recreation
Zone (PPRZ) to reflect its status as public land. DELWP is in the process of preparing a detailed review
and response to site specific proposals affecting Crown land, and anticipates forwarding this in coming
days.

One of the early matters DELWP has noted during its review is that there are a number of Crown parcels
that appear to be logical inclusions but which have not been captured. DELWP recommends amending
the zoning for additional parcels through a subsequent corrections amendment to ensure consistency

Privacy Statement

Any personal information about you or a third party in your correspondence will be protected under the provisions

of the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014. It will only be used or disclosed to appropriate Ministerial, Statutory Authority, or
departmental staff in regard to the purpose for which it was provided, unless required or authorised by law. Enquiries about
access to information about you held by the Department should be directed to the Privacy Coordinator, Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, PO Box 500, East Melbourne, Victoria 8002

OFFICIAL
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and comprehensiveness. DELWP will provide more information as part of its detailed review and
response.

Crown land interface

One of the considerations for both DELWP and Parks Victoria as Crown land administrators or managers
is the potential for the public — private interface to create conflict between land use and management
expectations. Such conflicts have the potential to be exacerbated by zoning changes. As indicated
above, DELWP is currently undertaking a detailed review which includes these matters, and will provide
further commentary shortly should there be more to say regarding interface matters.

Additional commentary regarding environmental matters

DELWP has reviewed the proposed changes to clauses in the Local Planning Policy Framework. DELWP
has identified opportunities for additional information to be included which may strengthen the
strategic framework and planning controls, and better guide the use and development of agricultural
land, rural living development, and the growth and development of the Shire’s smaller settlements.

21.07 Economic Development

e DELWP acknowledges that “the economy of the (Moyne) Shire has traditionally been based on
agriculture and to a lesser extent manufacturing, tourism and commerce”. However, there is
little to no acknowledgement of the intrinsic value of the natural environment, nor of the
economic benefits provided by the natural environment in this provision.

e Page 2 of the provision states “remnant native vegetation of significant ecological value exists
on private agricultural land”. DELWP supports the statement that “impacts on their viability
from agriculture should be avoided or minimised through encouraging measures that protect
and enhance their quality”.

e DELWP disagrees with the statement that “these (native vegetation) remnants are ecological
resources for the future” (emphasis added). Native vegetation has intrinsic ecological and
economic value right now and has been shown to provide significant benefits to the agriculture
industry. DELWP also recommends further clarification on the intention and meaning of
‘ecological resources’ is provided within this paragraph.

e DELWP acknowledges the statement on Page 2 that the protection of the native environment “is
often needed in balance with continuing agricultural use of the land, mainly grazing”. However,
there are no objectives in this provision to protect native vegetation and significant ecological
values, whilst supporting and working with the agricultural industry that is intrinsic to the Shire.

0 DELWP suggests an Objective is added to Page 6 of this provision, that emphasises the
biodiversity, ecological and economic value of native vegetation and areas of significant
environmental value, and the importance of protecting these landscapes within the
Shire, in conjunction with protecting agricultural land.

21.09 Local Areas
e DELWP encourages Moyne Shire to include the protection of adjacent wetlands, waterways, and
areas of significant environmental value in the Vision for each of the Townships listed under this
provision.
e Information is provided below for each town.

OFFICIAL
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Caramut

Cudgee

Ellerslie

DELWP notes that surrounding the township of Caramut are areas of Ecological Vegetation Class
(EVC) 132 — Plains Grassland vegetation, and EVC 55 — Plains Grassy Woodland (both
endangered vegetation types).

There are also Victorian Biodiversity Atlas (VBA) records of Brolga and Tussock Skink (listed as
endangered under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee (FFG) Act 1988 ), and the critically
endangered flora species Clumping Golden Moths and Cut-leaf Burr-daisy within 2km of the
township zone.

DELWP recommends further consideration be given to how to avoid and minimise the
development of areas that will impact native vegetation and how development is going to
prevent direct and indirect impacts on areas of significant environmental value.

DELWP supports the statement that “development should respect, protect and enhance the
environs of Muston Creek”.

Aerial imagery indicates that the land currently zoned LDRZ is largely undeveloped, with few
existing houses, and appears to be highly modified, likely used for agriculture. As such if future
development were to occur, significant impacts to native flora and fauna are unlikely.

DELWP recommends the following statement be included under the Vision for Cudgee:
“development should respect, protect and enhance the environs of Brucknell Creek”. The
wording of this statement is taken from the Vision for Caramut.

DELWP notes that the Township Zone of Ellerslie is adjacent to the Hopkins River. The native
vegetation following the river is mapped as EVC 641 — Riparian Woodland (an endangered
vegetation community).

Any further development within Ellerslie needs to consider the environmental values present
along the Hopkins River, and ensure development does not cause any direct or indirect impacts
to the adjacent waterway.

Framlingham

Garvoc

Any further development within Framlingham must consider wastewater disposal constraints
and must not adversely impact the environmental value of the adjacent Hopkins River.

Aerial imagery indicates that remnant native vegetation connects the township of Framlingham
along the Hopkins River to Framlingham Forest, approximately 3km south of the township. All
future development should emphasise the retention of this native vegetation as a potential
wildlife corridor and valuable habitat.

Any future development within the township must consider wastewater disposal constraints
and must not negatively impact the adjacent Yaloak Creek or nearby Mount Emu Creek.

Grassmere

There are VBA records of Southern Bent-winged Bat approximately 1km east of the Township.
As a Threatened Sensitive fauna species, the exact location of these records is protected,
however any future development in or surrounding Grassmere must consider potential impacts
on this critically endangered species and its habitat.

OFFICIAL
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Hawkesdale

e DELWP notes that aerial imagery and NatureKit mapping indicate intact native vegetation
surrounding the Township comprising EVC 642 — Basalt Shrubby Woodland and EVC 53 — Swamp
Scrub (both with a bioregional conservation status of endangered). Future development must
address the statewide native vegetation policy and seek to avoid and minimise the removal of
this native vegetation.

e DELWP also notes that the Victorian Volcanic Plains Linear Reserves Planning Portal
(http://vvplr.cerdi.edu.au/) indicates that there is high-quality grassland vegetation on the
Penshurst-Warrnambool Road to the south of the Hawkesdale, as well as several VBA records of
threatened flora with approximately 2km of the Township. The value and importance of these
remnant grasslands must be considered during any future development planning and must be
protected from any adverse direct or indirect impacts.

Hexham
e DELWP supports the low-growth proposal for Hexham and notes the significant environmental
values in the surrounding landscape to be protected, including:
O The current wetlands west and east of the Township (https://nvim.delwp.vic.gov.au/)
0 Threatened fauna including Growling Grass Frog, Southern Bent-winged Bat, Brolga,
Tussock Skink and Striped Legless Lizard.
0 Threatened flora including Purple Blown-grass and high-quality remnant grassland
vegetation on the Woolsthorpe-Hexham Road and the Hexham-Chatsworth Road.
e The close proximity of the Township to the Hopkins River, and the lack of reticulated sewerage,
must be considered in all future development.

lllowa West
e DELWP notes the immediate proximity of the Tower Hill Lake and Wildlife Reserve to the
settlement of Illowa West and emphasises the importance of protecting this significant site from
any adverse impacts of future development.

Kirkstall

e DELWP notes that the landscape around Kirkstall is highly modified and likely previously utilised
for agricultural practices. As such, no significant impacts to native flora or fauna are likely to
occur within this landscape.

Koroit

e DELWP notes the immediate proximity of the Tower Hill Lake and Wildlife Reserve to the south
of Koroit and emphasises the importance of protecting this significant site from any adverse
impacts of future development.

e DELWP supports the statement that “the significant environmental features around Koroit are
to be protected and promoted” and “the Tower Hill crater rim should be protected from
inappropriate and intrusive development”.

e Comments provided by DELWP and Parks Victoria regarding the Koroit Structure Plan (dated
4 June 2020) may also be of assistance and are enclosed.

OFFICIAL
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Macarthur

e DELWP notes the remnant patches of EVC 175 — Grassy Woodland and EVC 68 — Creekline
Grassy Woodland (both endangered) surrounding the township. Future development must
consider how to avoid and minimise the development of areas that will impact native vegetation
and how development is going to prevent direct and indirect impacts on areas of significant
environmental value.

e Any further development needs to consider the environmental values present along the
Eumeralla River and to ensure development does not cause any direct or indirect impacts to the
adjacent waterway.

Nullawarre
e Aerial imagery indicates the land proposed to be rezoned Farming Zone is currently utilised for
agricultural purposes and is highly modified. As such, no significant impacts to native flora or
fauna are likely to occur.

Orford
e There are 3 endangered EVCs within the Township of Orford including Swampy Riparian
Woodland, Basalt Shrubby Woodland and Damp Sands Herb-rich Woodland Mosaic. Future
development must consider how to avoid and minimise the development of areas that will
impact native vegetation, and how to protect the environmental values present along the
adjacent Shaw River.

Panmure

e Any future development within Panmure must consider wastewater disposal constraints and
must not negatively impact the adjacent Mount Emu Creek.

e There are several VBA records of Southern Bent-winged Bat on land within 1km north of the
Township of Panmure. As a Threatened Sensitive fauna species, the exact location of these
records is protected, however any future development in or surrounding Panmure must
consider potential impacts on this critically endangered species and its habitat.

Purnim
e Drysdale Creek, which abuts the north-western extremity of the proposed settlement boundary,
should be referenced as a particular environmental and landscape feature.
e DELWP has no other comment to add.

Southern Cross
e DELWP notes the close proximity of the Tower Hill Lake and Wildlife Reserve to the settlement
of Southern Cross and emphasises the importance of protecting this significant site from any
adverse impacts of future development.
e Aerial imagery indicates the landscape is highly modified and has a long history of agricultural
use. Future development in the Rural Living Zone would benefit from revegetation on private
land, and the landscaping of public areas using flora species of local provenance.

Towilla Way
e DELWP agree that development outside of settlement boundary should be discouraged and
notes the significant environmental values in the surrounding landscape to be protected:
0 The group of nationally important Lower Merri River Wetlands.
0 Several VBA records of shorebirds including Hooded Plovers and Australian Gull-billed
Terns.

OFFICIAL
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e Some of these values are also recognised by the existing application of Schedule 5 to the
Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO5) — Port Fairy to Warrnambool Coast and nearby Schedule 1
to the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO1) — Coastal Areas and Estuaries.

Winslow
e DELWP supports the Local Area statement’s recognition of Lake Cartcarrong as a significant
landscape feature and acknowledgement of constraints relating to wastewater disposal.
e DELWP has no additional information to add.

Woolsthorpe
e Any further development needs to consider the environmental values present along the Spring
Water Creek, and to ensure development does not cause any direct or indirect impacts to the
adjacent waterway.

Woorndoo
e DELWP agrees that development outside of settlement boundary should be discouraged and
notes the significant environmental values in the surrounding landscape to be protected:
0 Lake Eyang, north of Woorndoo
0 Asignificant number of Nationally Important Wetlands to the north west of Woorndoo.
0 Threatened fauna including Growling Grass Frogs and Brolga
0 Threatened flora species including Fragrant Leek-orchid, Basalt Sun-orchid, Pale Swamp
Everlasting and the threatened Western (Basalt) Plains Grassland Community, protected
under the FFG Act.
e Any further development needs to consider the environmental values present along the Salt
Creek, and to ensure development does not cause any direct or indirect impacts to the adjacent
waterway.

Yambuk
e DELWP notes the significant environmental values in the surrounding landscape to be protected
against future development:
0 Several Nationally Important Wetlands at Lake Yambuk.
O VBA records of Hooded Plovers, Australian Painted-snipe, Australasian Bittern and
Curlew Sandpiper.
e Some of these values are also recognised in the existing application nearby of ESO1 — Coastal
Areas and Estuaries.

If you have any queries regarding this matter, please contact | o~ te'erhone I

Yours sincerely,

Planning Approvals Program Officer
Barwon South West Region

Encl. SP470837_Koroit Structure Plan Draft_ DELWP comments_FINAL.pdf

OFFICIAL
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Our ref: SP470837 ]

Your ref: Koroit Structure Plan — Consultation Draft December 2019 I
]
|

4 June 2020 Tel:

DX 216048

Strategic Planner
Moyne Shire Council

moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

Dear I
PROPOSAL: Koroit Structure Plan — Consultation Draft December 2019
ADDRESS: Koroit

Thank you for your correspondence dated and received 3 February 2020 regarding the above-described
Draft Structure Plan. | acknowledge these comments are provided after the requested date and
apologise for the delay.

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) has reviewed the Draft Structure
Plan and considered matters relevant to its portfolio of interests, including
coastal policy,
Crown land,

e Dbiodiversity, and

e the Victorian Planning System.
These comments also incorporate the views of Parks Victoria, which manages Tower Hill Wildlife
Reserve including Tower Hill Lake.

DELWP supports the Structure Plan’s objectives and strategies to protect the environmental, landscape
and heritage values of Koroit and the adjacent Tower Hill Wildlife Reserve, to minimise the impacts of
urban development and protect the low scale character of Koroit. The following comments are
provided to assist in finalising the Structure Plan.

Coastal Policy

Key policies or strategies

The Victorian Coastal Strategy (2014)! expands on the importance of coastal settlements and defines
several key policies for decision making when defining township boundaries:

e Avoid detrimental impacts on indigenous flora and fauna, coastal processes or neighbouring
property or assets (2.1.12).

e Non-urban breaks be maintained between coastal settlements to preserve the character of the
coastline and coastal settlements, as well as providing increased amenity resources and
protecting wildlife habitat and coastal biodiversity (2.2).

! Victorian Coastal Strategy 2014, Victorian Coastal Council; pg 54 - 57

Privacy Statement

Any personal information about you or a third party in your correspondence will be protected under the provisions

of the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014. It will only be used or disclosed to appropriate Ministerial, Statutory Authority, or
departmental staff in regard to the purpose for which it was provided, unless required or authorised by law. Enquiries about
access to information about you held by the Department should be directed to the Privacy Coordinator, Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, PO Box 500, East Melbourne, Victoria 8002
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Risks associated with areas of environmental or landscape significance, and areas susceptible to
landslip and erosion are crucial when redefining growth town and settlement boundaries (2.2).
The structure plan should reflect the directions set out in the Regional Growth Plan (2.2.3a). The
Great South Coast Regional Growth Plan (2014) identifies Koroit as a ‘District Town’ having
capacity for medium growth.

Growth should not threaten wetlands (2.2.3d).

Consideration of the impact of inland settlement growth may have on coastal areas (2.2.3h).
Existing non-urban breaks between all coastal settlements must be maintained to support
community identity and inspire a sense of place (2.2.5).

Avoid linear urban sprawl along the coastal edge and within rural landscapes, protect areas
between settlements for non-urban use (2.2.6).

Retain visually significant landscapes and protection of views (2.2.7).

The Marine and Coastal Policy (DELWP 2020)? has been released since the draft Structure Plan was
exhibited, and supersedes the ‘policy for decision making’ parts of the Victorian Coastal Strategy which
many of the above points derive from. Key policies for decision making from this new policy include:

Respecting and considering Traditional Owners’ rights, aspirations and knowledge into decision
making, planning and management (1.1 — 1.9).

Maintain and enhance the overall extent and condition of native habitats across public and
private land in the marine and coastal environment (2.5).

Maintain and improve the environmental condition of coastal wetlands, lakes and estuaries
(2.7).

Protect and seek to enhance the values and characteristics that contribute to natural features
and landscapes (including seascapes) in the marine and coastal environment, including by
managing cumulative effects (3.1).

Maintain intangible and tangible cultural values and heritage sites to reflect and protect their
values (4.1)

Maintain, enhance and monitor a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of well-
managed Marine and Coastal National Parks, sanctuaries, nature conservation reserves and
coastal Crown land reserves. Consider options to maintain public access to these areas whilst
allowing for coastal habitat migration (5.2 — 5.3).

Plan for sea level rise of not less than 0.8 metres by 2100 (6.1).

Avoid development in identified areas that are vulnerable to coastal hazard risk from impacts
such as erosion and flooding, inundation, landslips and landslides, and geotechnical risk, and
initiate development or protective works to mitigate detrimental impacts on coastal processes
(6.3, 6.10).

Identify clear settlement boundaries in planning schemes, to plan for growth and protect coastal
values; and direct growth to within these boundaries (8.2).

Retain and protect existing non-urban breaks and uses between all coastal settlements (8.6).
Use buffers, where required, to protect environmental values, cultural values and heritage sites,
and to enable the co-existence of compatible activities and to allow for adaptation of the
natural environment (8.9).

Use strategic and spatial planning to identify recreation and activity nodes to create efficient
and compatible relationships between buildings and infrastructure, and to minimise impacts on
the marine and coastal environment (10.4).

2 Marine and Coastal Policy, Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, March 2020, pg 23-70
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e Understand and assess compatibility and conflict between uses and activities, and with the
environment. Consider direct, cumulative and synergistic impacts on uses, activities and the
environment, and climate and environmental change (14.9).

It will be important for Council to review and understand whether this requires any changes to the
Structure Plan prior to finalisation.

Crown land implications

DELWP has reviewed matters raised in ‘Appendices 2 — Planning Scheme Anomalies® and supports
Council in seeking to correct the outlined anomalies. Council may also wish to further investigate the
below parcels and consider if they should also be included in a future Planning Scheme Amendment:

e Crown Allotment 2003 at the corner of North Street and Bourke Avenue is undeveloped and
temporarily reserved for Public Purposes (Recreation and Tourism) as part of the Port Fairy to
Warrnambool Rail Trail. DELWP recommends the rezoning of this parcel from GRZ1 to Public
Use Zone (PUZ) 4 consistent with the majority of the Rail Trail. Council should note that this
anomaly extends outside the current structure plan boundary.

e The undeveloped Crown land parcel at 104 High Street, Koroit (CA 31 Section 48), is currently
zoned GRZ1, may be better suited as PUZ3 to improve consistency with the intended use and
the zoning of the adjoining Crown land parcel (P374985). Both are reserved for use of Public
Buildings.

e DELWP has identified a parcel of what appears to be Crown land (CA 2017) at 41 Station Street,
Koroit. The land currently appears undeveloped and is zoned GRZ1. Subject to DELWP
confirming details of this Crown land’s status and use, it may be appropriate to rezone this
parcel. | will confirm in due course.

Potential conflicting uses

Council should consider the existing uses of Tower Hill Wildlife Reserve, and the potential impact of
increased urban development in areas adjoining this site. The Tower Hill Wildlife Reserve is a permitted
duck hunting area. There is potential for conflict between increasing urban development and hunting.
The thoughts of the Game Management Authority may be valuable when reviewing the structure plan.

Biodiversity considerations

Urbanisation and development are considered key risks to biodiversity values. Development adjacent to
reserves can have significant impacts. For example, the disturbance required for new infrastructure can
facilitate weed establishment, additional dwellings can increase artificial light and noise impacts,
inappropriate changes to stormwater flows can affect flora values, as well as increases in vermin activity
associated with human habitation. Parks Victoria and DELWP are interested in understanding how these
impacts will be assessed and managed through the structure planning process.

It is also important to note that development directly adjacent to reserves often leads to land
management issues, as well as risks to biodiversity. For example, unplanned or illegal access can be
created, which lead to issues such as mountain bikes, dog walking and rubbish. Parks Victoria is in the
process of developing a master plan for the Tower Hill Wildlife Reserve and sees an opportunity for this
plan and the Structure Plan to align. Specifically, this would focus on the position of connection nodes

3 Koroit Structure Plan Consultation Draft December 2019 Part A + B; pg 47
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to ensure that visitors are entering at safe and appropriately signed locations, which will help to protect
the values of the reserve.

While residential development along the interface may not be expected to change greatly, Parks Victoria
and DELWP note the several references to increased accessibility to Tower Hill and an objective to
“strengthen connection from Port Fairy — Warrnambool Rail Trail to Tower Hill Reserve”*. Given the
constrained landscape — particularly around and within Tower Hill due to the steep topography — it is
anticipated that much more detailed consideration will be needed to properly understand potential
opportunities and limitations.

With these matters in mind, Parks Victoria and DELWP are specifically interested in how the interfaces
will be developed to manage these risks. DELWP encourages Council to consider the benefit of
identifying a ‘transition’ zone along the interface with the reserve, drawing on the existing diversity of
lot sizes and development levels.

The Victorian Planning System

Additional services planned or required for the township for current needs or future consolidation /
growth

DELWP’s key concern is the ability of existing infrastructure and systems to accommodate any future
population growth in an environmentally sustainable manner. Stormwater runoff and the threat it
poses to surrounding sensitive environments is of particular concern. Parks Victoria and DELWP
acknowledge the Structure Plan’s recognition of the need to consider “issues of drainage and water
management including on-site and off-site effects (catchment wide) and any discharge to Tower Hill
Lake;>” as part of any future residential growth. Stormwater discharge, in terms of both quality and
quantity, into the reserve should be carefully assessed. Any changes to the flow of water into, out of, or
within Tower Hill Wildlife Reserve would require authorisation under section 21(2) of the Wildlife Act
1975.

Potential changes to settlement boundary, rezoning and associated constraints

The cluster of small lots on the west side of Koroit-Port Fairy Road (south of Penshurst-Warrnambool
Road) sits outside of the proposed settlement boundary and is designated as future Rural Living Zone.
As these lots are small and appear to be mostly developed by dwellings, Council could consider including
these within the settlement boundary and rezoning to a residential zone (if connected to reticulated
sewer).

The Structure Plan designates land abutting McVicar Street and Mill Street as ‘Future Rural Living’. As
not all of this land is located within the proposed 300 metre Bega Factory buffer, part of the area may
be suitable for conventional residential development. Council is encouraged to discuss the proposed
buffer approach with DELWP in light of proposed VPP changes to the buffer and amenity provisions, as
well as to seek the comments of the Environment Protection Authority on the appropriateness of the
buffer and 300 metre distance. It is also important to recognise that the Environmental Significance
Overlay (ESO) can only control development. If an ESO is to be used, it should clearly only be addressing
issues that can be controlled through development.

4 Koroit Structure Plan Consultation Draft December 2019 Part A + B; pg 24
5> Koroit Structure Plan Consultation Draft, December 2019 Part A + B; pg 17
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It is noted that land at 134 High Street is proposed to be rezoned from Industrial 1 Zone (IN1Z) to
Industrial 3 Zone (IN3Z), and that a Heritage Overlay (HO170) is proposed to be applied to the whole
site. The HO may be an impediment to future development and Council may wish to consider whether
the HO should only cover the former farmhouse.

The rezoning of residential land within the township from General Residential Zone (GRZ) to
Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) is supported in principle to protect the low scale character of
Koroit. Council should ensure the rezoning to NRZ is strategically supported by the Structure Plan and is
consistent with Planning Practice Notes 90 and 91.

With regard to the statement “Anne Street and the Tower Hill State Game Reserve set the southern
boundary of the town. Additional urban development southwards of Anne Street is considered
inappropriate, as it would detrimentally affect the unique landscape features of Tower Hill®”, Council
should consider whether any elements should be incorporated in the proposed NRZ to maintain the
existing diversity of lot arrangement and level of development between Anne Street and Tower Hill
(within the structure plan area).

| trust these comments are of assistance. DELWP and Parks Victoria would be pleased to discuss further
if beneficial.

If you have any queries regarding this matter, please contact ||} } I o te'erhone N

Yours sincerely

Program Manager Planning Approvals
Land and Built Environment Programs
Barwon South West Region

6 Koroit Structure Plan Consultation Draft December 2019 Part A + B; pg 16
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Submission to Moyne City Council C70 Amendment
Rezoning from proposed FZ3 to Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ)
On behalf of

This submission proposes the rezoning of land bordered by Nine-Mile Creek
Road, the Port Fairy Rail Trail and the Penshurst Warrnambool Road to Low
Density Residential Zone with a minimum lot size of one acre.

An indicative subdivision layout of the land owned by_

is provided to demonstrate the potential for a sensible
lot layout the maximises street frontages and provides natural surveillance for
each block. The other land to the south would be easily connected to the road
network. See attached.

Existing properties affected by the proposal are _,

Attachment 1 shows the existing subdivision (inset) as well as the indicative lot

ayout for [N <)

Land description

Approximately 28 acres or 11.3 hectares

Three existing houses

Largely cleared land with few trees and little native vegetation.

The slightly sloping land sits high in the landscape and is not subject to flooding
This parcel of land is immediately adjacent to the township of Koroit
Reticulated town water is already connected to the land

Broadband access is also already connected to the land
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_ fragments the farming land to its east from the broad acre
farming land to the west farming land

Proposed zoning C70 Amendment

The C70 Amendment proposes that this parcel of land is within Farming Zone 3
which schedules a minimum subdivision size of 40 hectares and the minimum
lot size for which no permit is required for a dwelling is 10 hectares.

This schedule effectively rules out any potential for further subdivision or
increased residential development despite its immediate proximity to the
township.

Vision for Koroit
The existing Moyne Planning Scheme and the proposed C70 amendment
identifies Koroit as a District Town with moderate growth potential.

The Rural Housing Strategy defines ‘moderate’ as providing some potential
growth beyond existing urban zoned land and through infill but within defined
settlement boundaries.

The Council’s vision for Koroit is to:

e strengthen and diversify Koroit’s economic, social and cultural base in a
sustainable manner that preserves the character of the town and
promotes a good quality of life for its residents.

e enable the expansion of the land zoned for residential purposes and
Rural Living to recognise areas developed for rural living purposes, and
to allow for growth in urban and rural living opportunities within a
defined settlement boundary around the town

The Planning Scheme states that development in Koroit should be encouraged
within and adjacent to existing serviced areas within the settlement boundary
to protect adjoining farmland and to ensure that the environment of the area
is not compromised.

Other planning scheme considerations:

Key policy objectives within the Planning Scheme, the proposed amendment
and the Rural Housing Strategy that support rezoning of this land for
residential development include the following:
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balance the need to provide desirable housing opportunities with
realistic future servicing considerations,

maintain compact urban forms that will allow for the ease of service
delivery and minimal infrastructure costs.

recognise the different requirements of the population by allowing the
accommodation of the population of the municipality within a range of
dwelling types suitable for the needs of the community.

encourage rural residential and rural living development in
appropriately zoned areas on the periphery of existing townships and
settlements that can take advantage of available facilities and services.
guide future population growth on the basis of a settlement hierarchy
manage development on the fringes of townships so that it enhances
the character of the town’s landscape setting.

encourage limited rural living and low-density residential development
within existing zoned areas, ensure that any effects upon the
surrounding farms are minimised.

define a sustainable urban/non-urban edge to the main townships and
settlements

locate Low Density Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone - for existing
low-density areas on the periphery of the built-up area of the main
towns and settlements, and as an alternative to the Township Zone
where development is dispersed.

This proposal
This proposal complies neatly with the planning policy intent of Moyne Shire
Council and its planning scheme. The land:

abuts the township of Koroit with realistic future servicing potential
provides a clearly defined and compact urban form with minimal
infrastructure costs

provides an opportunity for an extra type of residential development not
currently offered in Koroit but suitable for people seeking a rural
amenity close to the facilities of a District Town

is located on the immediate periphery of the township and therefore
providing the opportunity to access the services and social infrastructure
provided in Koroit

has the potential to enhance the character of the main entrances to the
township with a country style setting, tree-lined country laneways and
landscaped gardens
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e utilises the Port Fairy Rail Trail as a natural buffer from the farming areas
to the west and provides a logical settlement boundary to the north-
west corner of Koroit

Koroit’s excellent proximity to Warrnambool makes it an attractive location to
the regional city and is integral to Koroit’s growth potential. The regional city
provides close access to quality education and health services. It is also
accessible to employment centres in Warrnambool, Port Fairy and Portland.

Koroit is designated as a district town with moderate growth potential. As such
it has good infrastructure including sewerage.

The proposal provides the opportunity for a rural setting with large residential
allotments (one acre) with plenty of space for children to play, for vegetable
gardens and fruit trees and native vegetation.

It fills a gap in the residential housing type available in Koroit, providing
manageable lot sizes and therefore minimising the potential for agricultural
weeds that larger rural living lifestyle properties sometimes create.

Its location is within walkable distance to the town’s centre and immediately
connected to the Rail Trail, thus supporting an active lifestyle.

The proposed character will emphasise the rural aspect with permeable street
design and unmade roads that will operate as shared ways for pedestrians and
cars.

The size of each block allows for septic tank wastewater systems supported by
reticulated water supply. Alternatively, the town’s sewerage system could be
utilised inexpensively because of the land’s immediate proximity to the town.

Rainwater capture through tanks can also be maximised, water harvesting off
the house rooftops and associated shedding on these large residential blocks.

Utilising the Rail Trail as the settlement boundary

The Rail Trail provides a more logical separation buffer from farming activity.
The utilisation of this as the buffer is also consistent with the zoning patterns
to the east of the subject land and would provide a continuous settlement
boundary in the north-west corner of the Town.
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By being at the edge of the town the rezoning of this land and the utilisation of
the Rail Trail as the settlement boundary does not fragment other farming
land. In fact, the Rail Trail (zoned PUZ4) already fragments this FZ land from
continuous agricultural activity

Summary
This proposal is supported by the policy intent of the Moyne Planning Scheme
and its strategies.

It provides an extra residential type to the mix of housing opportunities in
Koroit.

The provision of a road with blocks facing the Rail Reserve, Nine Mile Creek
Road and Penshurst-Warrnambool Rd provides opportunities for permeable

road network with natural surveillance to most properties.

There is potential for an improved environmental and amenity outcome
because of the scale and location of the residential type.

The utilisation of the Rail Trail as the township boundary is logical and
consistent with the adjacent residential land.
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8 November 2021

Strategic Planner
Moyne Shire Council
PO Box 51

MOYNE VIC 3284

By email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

Dear I

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70
MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME

We act on behalf of || G cc2rding the above matter.

Our client owns approximately 55 hectares of land at | NN
|

Our client has recently received planning permission (PL21/078) to undertake
a re-subdivision of their existing titles, to create:

- Lot 1 with an area of approximately 27 hectares, and

- Lot 2 with an area of 28 hectares (refer to attached plan).

Lot 1 will comprise the existing dwelling within a small paddock, with three
further paddocks. Lot 2 will comprise two paddocks.

The re-subdivision of the land enables our client’s transition away from farming,
whilst retaining the opportunity to reside in the existing dwelling on the land.

The existing buildings on the land are of local heritage significance to the Moyne
Shire, although not formally recognised within the Moyne Planning Scheme. The
site is known as the JJjjij Farm complex and comprise the following items of
local significance:

- the Victorian bluestone farmhouse;
- two smaller Victorian stone cottages (circa 1850s — 1866); and




Submission 53, Page 2 of 5

- mature Norfolk Island Pine (Araucaria heterophylla) planted in front of
the house.

Our client wishes to investigate opportunities for rural living development on Lot
1 in the future, as this land is separated from the balance of the farm by the
existing dwelling.

Our client is exploring opportunities to transition business operations from a
solely farming / agricultural basis to a multifaceted business across farming /
accommodation / hospitality (including restoration of the cottage for short-term
accommodation, refurbishment of the former dairy to a function space).

Part of the transition to our client’s vision would require family participation in
day-to-day operations and site management. Lot 1 would serve as future rural
living allotments for family members to purchase and reside on the estate
grounds to assist with ongoing management of the multifaceted business,
gardens and farmland.

Our client notes the benefits of the proposal include ensuring a unique and
significant property is expertly maintained whilst offering sustainable use for
future generations; and unlocking quality opportunities for Moyne Shire's
tourism and hospitality sectors attracting tourist patronage, expenditure and
increasing exposure for the greater region.

Our client recognises their land cannot be included in the C70moyn amendment
and any rezoning would instead be subject a separate privately initiated
planning scheme amendment.

Our client supports the recommendations of C70moyn and respectfully
requests the following amendment to the Southern Cross Framework Plan
(contained at Clause 21.09-22 Southern Cross) to facilitate the
abovementioned opportunities:

- Inclusion of annotations and wording to the south of the proposed
Settlement Boundary and west of ||| | BBl Road. to reference
‘Potential extension to settlement boundary’ (or similar) in a || EEEzEzGzG
direction.

The above recommendation is supported by the Planning Policy Framework of
the Moyne Planning Scheme, including Clause 11.02-1S Supply of Urban Land
which includes the strategy:

- Plan to accommodate projected population growth over at least a 15
year period and provide direction on locations where growth should
occur.
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Our client would welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss further
and look forward to working with Council during the preparation of the final
amendment.

Should you have any queries please contact our office on ||

Yours sincerely,




Submission 53, Page 4 of 5

E-1
U ROAD— o
: 2. v
[e— i _98° 35 40" L LEENO 8IS HINA 08 _“ 98° 35 40" | | L i ’
.~ 8333m . 8333mM | 83.33M ¢ || A E-1
L 4
17,500 5-'
I - 2 98° 35 40" 2l
' | - et N
| - _ ) 17,500
e E-3 - ,
- | EASEMENTS - H .
e - -
. e | 1:2500 7 7 HRRE3
~ & | -
| e - & e '
g -
e -7
P P | I
LOT 3 | _ e I |
2.24 ha 1o
P
D <N
e A\
— - ! |
R | |
g & :
) - P LOT 2 LOT 1
- r3,// /G‘/ 2.21 ha | 2.18 ha ' j 5
//65{% | : | EASEMENT INFORMATION
/660 | EASEMENT PURPOSE WIDTH ORIGIN LAND BENEFITTED IN FAVOUR OF]
REFERENCE (METRES)
-L_ E-1 CARRIAGEWAY 7.50 AH191133C LOTS 1 ON PS719371F
X ::O E:é E-2 CARRIAGEWAY  |VARIES, SEE DIAG PS719371F LOTS 1 ON PS719371F
2 000 M _ ~ 5 E: g E < E i E-3 POWER LINE 12 SECTPKS)EZEZE THE POWERCOR AUSTRALIA LTD
12. y 0 7 - =5 o . oS ©o|N ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY|
156° 5 - P ¢ =e. BN DN ole ACT 2000 APPLIES
P - N ¥ N ~ 8 % 8
- -~ ©|3 L |
S G 5o &3 e i
-7 P 7&0\\770 ' I — l I
- ~ 7, T |
e é’f’ ] 83.410 M _83.410M_ _
T e B e se
e T T 95° 54 207 '
< '
-
21.060 M
95° 54’ 20” l
PROPOSED CONCEPT OF SUBDIVISION PLAN /\
1:2000 TP2
revision:  description: date: project: date:
- NOV. 2021
NOTATIONS CONCEPT SUBDIVISION PLAN ATF —
1. WARNINGS AS TO DIMENSIONS: THIS PLAN IS NOT BASED ON SURVEY. . '
2. FEATURES ON THIS PLAN HAVE BEEN DERIVED FROM PHOTO GEOMETRY. AssHowN A3
3.THIS PLAN HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR TOWN PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY. — -
client: drawn by: HE+LM
4. NO RESPONSIBILITY TAKEN FOR THE RESULTANT ACTIONS OF THE USE
THIS PLAN FOR OTHER THAN IT'S INTENDED PURPOSE. _
5. THIS PLAN MAY NOT BE COPIED WITHOUT THE INCLUSION OF THESE NOTIFICATIONS. drawing title: project no.: o
© MYERS PLANNING GROUP 2021 PROPOSED CONCEPT OF SUBDIVISION PLAN 19-112 / dwg no: TP2 of TP2

19-112. 209 Sth Cross Rd Site Plan d (25) .pIn



Submission 53, Page 5 of 5




Submission 54, Page 1 of 3

SUBMISSION

C70moyn — Rural Housing and Settlement
Strategy

November 2021
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The Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) welcomes the opportunity to submit in response to the
Moyne Planning Scheme amendment — C70moyn. The farming community routinely expresses
concern that agricultural issues are not being properly considered by the Victorian and local planning
systems.

The VFF represents a number of farmers in the Moyne Shire Council municipal area. Our members
represent many different commaodities including diary, livestock, horticulture and grains. These farm
businesses support many service sector and secondary processing jobs in the Shire.

Different commodities and production systems have different sensitivities to potential land use
conflict. Given the landscape and amenity values of Moyne Shire the development pressure on high
amenity areas can impact on the ability to maintain or grow production. The impact of this pressure
on some of the Victoria’s most productive and versatile soils, in conjunction with the Rutledge and
Atkinson special survey lot sizes, has led to the loss of production in some areas, due to poor
guidance on how to protect soils from inappropriate development.

For over 4 years VFF has had a well-developed policy position on the changes required to the
planning system to support the retention and growth of agriculture in Victoria. Repeated failures to
address or consider these matters in state policy or advice how to determine impact on agriculture
has led to the loss of planning scheme content that actively promotes and protects agriculture.

Failure to properly consider land use conflict on the main land use (by area) in Victoria can be seen
as an urban bias in the planning system. It leads to applications that describe farm land as ‘vacant’
and reports that don’t outline how impacts on agriculture have been considered.

In that regard VFF is pleased to see that Council is attempting to lead the state in outlining the
importance of agriculture to the Shire and the land use challenges it faces.

The VFF are generally supportive of changes proposed in the Moyne Planning Scheme amendment
— C70moyn which is in relation to the Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy. The VFF understand
that there is a balance between providing enough appropriately zoned land to accommodate a
growing population and allowing residential uses on prime agricultural land.

Agriculture was taken out of “economic development” in VC71. Unfortunately the VC71 amendment
documents and background report do not specify why agriculture was removed from the economic
development sections of the then state planning policy framework.

Analysis of the changes in the planning system around this time demonstrate that there was
significant change to allow urban development on high quality agricultural land as well as changes
that prioritise land management outcomes on agricultural land in preference to its agricultural use,
often without a clear nexus to land use and development.

The C70moyn amendment is proposing to make changes to a number of clauses within the Moyne
Planning Scheme, however the VFF is particularly supportive of Clause 21.07 — Economic
Development. The proposed Economic Development clause recognizes agriculture as the most
significant land use in the Shire and that the economic wellbeing of the Shire and its towns are
directly related to the agricultural sector. The VFF has been calling for agriculture to be included in
the state’s economic impact clause since it was removed.




Submission 54, Page 3 of 3

The Moyne Shire Council recognizing that their economy is heavily dependent upon
agriculture and that agriculture is the most significant land use within the Shire, is a
significant step into ensuring that agricultural land will be protected from conflicts and inappropriate
development. Introducing this information into the planning scheme enables a proper consideration
of the economic development of agriculture when applying for planning permits that would not
normally be a consideration as agriculture is not listed in the PPF economic development clause.

The VFF believes that this is one of the most significant inclusions within the amendment as it will
help protect agriculture into the future. The inclusions of ‘rural land is a finite resource that should
be retained for productive purposes, and not used as a less expensive alternative to residential land’
to discourage dwellings in the agricultural areas that are not associated with agriculture, will protect
this land into the future.

Moyne Planning Scheme amendment — C70moyn is an opportunity for the Shire to be forward
thinking and show how to work with industry to identify what is needed to see agriculture thriving in
30 years’ time.

2020 demonstrated that Victoria was well placed in a pandemic as we produce a wide range of food
and fiber, with good biosecurity systems. This provided not only food security but a key segment of
the economy that kept people in work and earnt income for the nation. The decisions we make now
will impact our resilience to other global shocks. That future is at risk unless the planning system
gives serious consideration to industry knowledge on what is needed to protect existing quality
agricultural land.

With the proposed amendment to the Moyne Planning Scheme the VFF want to ensure that the
small lot sizes do not affect the ability to farm and that no land use conflict occurs. This can be
avoided by properly considering dwelling and other secondary applications for small lots in
agricultural areas and the proposed changes will help with this.

Farmers often need to buy more land. This is often relatively small lots that give them the critical
mass they need to maintain a viable farming operation. These lots may be distant from their main
holding, and the distance can also help protect their business from total loss from local climatic
events. Once development occurs on this land its ability to be purchased for farming is removed
and the expectations of quasi rural residential potential increases values in the wider area, with flow
on impacts for viability given that agriculture is a price taking industry.

Farming is part of the history and social fabric of the Moyne area and will continue to be an important
part of the local economy and environment. The VFF has made the endorsements in this submission
in an effort to ensure farming in Moyne Shire Council is not impeded by unnecessary or unintended
impacts on the local agricultural industry.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission. The VFF remains committed to assisting
all levels of government in developing the Planning Policy that has good agricultural outcomes and
welcomes and encourages industry engagement.

Yours sincerely,

I - President
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Moyne Shire Council
Planning Authority
Princes Street

Port Fairy

VIC, 3284

Dear Moyne Shire Council Planning Authority,

I wish to express an objection to amendment C70 affecting land owners bounded by |l

Your intention to increase the minimum lot size from 10 hectares to 40 hectares in hope to
savour the land as ‘high quality agricultural land’ is fruitless, unproductive and a waste of
time. Especially when there are a mere three land owners involved, one of which is
sanctioned to subdivide anyway.

In order to utilise ‘high quality agricultural land’ in the way you are implying; for farming
and cropping, you and I both know that you need more than 40 hectares to be successful.
Who is currently cropping this parcel of land for profit? When was the last time any of these
land owners used their ‘high quality agricultural land’ to farm crops which fuelled their
family home and lifestyle?

In order to make a profit from farmland, you need far more than 40 hectares. Take a look at
the ~80 hectares in |l Road. How many times has this farm changed hands in the
past 7 years? A farm is not sustainable unless it has the capacity to sacrifice parts of it to
improve other parts, and to do this your ‘farm’ needs to be far greater than 40 hectares, not
just be of ‘high quality agricultural land’.

Yes, the land is of high quality and the soil should be savoured. No one is ever going to
create a suburb of their own within these borders, but sanctioning the likes of myself for
using my invested land to grow my young family and sustain the younger generation within
the area is an unnecessary mistake.

In conclusion, increasing the minimum lot size from 10 hectares to 40 hectares in this
particular area is a waste of time. Farming and cropping off 40 hectares is not sustainable and
therefore amendment C70 is impractical.

Yours sincerely,
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From: N

Sent: Monday, 8 November 2021 4:53 PM

To: Moyne

Subject: Amendment C70 Submission

Attachments: Amendment C70 Submission.docx

'Amendment C70 Submission' moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

Support for Rezoning RLZ with amendment to 1 Hectare minimum lot size

I support the extended boundary and rezoning of the land within the new Southern Cross boundary from Farming Zone to Rural
Living Zone, however, | support the minimum lot size of 1 Hectare which was previously proposed and supported by Moyne Shire
Council to be appropriate in this area for the following reasons. (as opposed to 2 hectare minimum lot sizes)

- There is a shortage of land lots for residents and huge demand for lifestyle lots to enable enjoyment of the area and experience the rural
living lifestyle.

- 1 Hectare lot land size is more than adequate for appropriate residential services such as sewerage.

- The proposed 2 Hectare minimum size restricts the lots available for new residents and therefore reduces rate payer funds and
contribution into the local community and economy.

- Increasing lots and residents, results in a flow on effect to the local business patronage and extra visitors to the area contributing to
increased tourism dollars spent.

- Nearby towns including Koroit, which provides amenity to the surrounding smaller townships, are experiencing population growth and
land is in short supply. These same points could be raised for proposed rezoning of land to 2 hectare lots sizes at Koroit, Crossley, Illowa

and Tower Hill to be changed to allow for 1 hectare minimum lot sizes.

- Demands for housing are pushing prices up and creating affordability issues due to lack of supply.
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- The settlement boundaries proposed, protects and maintains extensive farming zoned land for continued agricultural use and recognises
the importance of farming in the area.

- 1 Hectare lots (instead of 2 hectare minimum lot sizes) within the proposed Southern Cross, Koroit, Crossley, Illowa and Tower
Hill boundaries provide fair, economic and sustainable use and development of land in this area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,
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COR2185005

Moyne !hire !!ouncil

via email: moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

peor I

Public Exhibition of Amendment C70moyn to the Moyne Planning Scheme

Thank you for providing the Department of Education and Training (DET) with the opportunity
to comment on Amendment C70moyn to the Moyne Planning Scheme. | note the Amendment
updates the planning policy framework and planning controls, specifically the use and
development of agricultural land, rural living development, and the growth and development of
the Shire's smaller settlements, in line with the recommendations of three council strategies:

e Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (2010);

e Land Capability and Biodiversity Strategy (2009); and

e Addendum Report to both Strategies adopted in September 2015.
These strategies, and the amendment documents accompanying them, have been reviewed.
| understand from the amendment documentation that the main implications for DET are the
rezoning of the Hawkesdale P-12 College, Grassmere Primary School and Panmure Primary
School sites to Public Use Zone Schedule 2 (Education).
DET does not have any concerns with Amendment C70moyn as exhibited.

If you would like to discuss this submission, you may contact_, Senior Planner,

Infrastructure and Planning Branch, Department of Education and Training, on
or by el I

Yours sincerely

!lreclor, |nfrastructure and Planning

Department of Education and Training
08/11/2021

Ce: | strategic Planner

Your details will be dealt with in accordance with the Public Records Act 1973 and the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014. Should you have any
queries or wish to gain access to your personal information held by this department please contact our Privacy Officer at the above address


mailto:moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au
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PO Box 775

Geelong, VIC 3220 Australia
Telephone: +61 3 5225 2524
WWwWw.transport.vic.gov.au

Ref: DOC/21/152906

Moyne Shire Council

PO Box 51

PORT FAIRY VIC 3284
moyne@moyne.vic.gov.au

To Whom It May Concern

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C70moyne:

IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE MOYNE WARRNAMBOOL RURAL
HOUSING AND SETTLEMENT STRATEGY (2010) AND ADDENDUM REPORT (2015)
AND MODIFICATIONS TO CLAUSES AND MAPS OF THE MOYNE PLANNING SCHEME

Thank you for the opportunity to submit into Amendment C70moyne, Moyne Warrnambool
Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (the Strategy).

The amendment seeks to incorporate the outcomes of a strategic review into the Moyne
Warrnambool Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy (2010) and Addendum Report (2015),
insert new clauses, amend existing clauses and maps of the Moyne Planning Scheme in
relation to several villages, hamlets and towns within the shire.

The Great South Coast region possesses some of the highest quality wind resources that are
close to high voltage transmission infrastructure. The industry is continuing to grow and
several wind farm sites have been identified for development’ that will rely arterial and local
roads within the shire some of which have not been constructed to accommodate the heavy
and over-size vehicle volumes associated with the construction of windfarm projects.

Future vision for the development of towns and hamlets with moderate to higher growth
potential must have regard to the interaction of wind farm related construction traffic with
general traffic and carefully consider the proposed changes to the planning scheme on the
safe and efficient operation of the arterial road network.

Princes Highway West is a key transport corridor that services Great South Coast region
including the township of Port Fairy. The Princes Highway (PHW) Corridor Strategy, 2019,
provides direction for the longer-term development of the PHW and the Department of
Transport is currently progressing planning for the future of PHW between Warrnambool and
Port Fairy. This study will also investigate the future need for a bypass of Port Fairy.

The Department of Transport (DoT) is supportive of the amendment and offers the following
comments for consideration by the Shire:

e Clause 21_07 Tourism outlines the significant growth potential of the Moyne
hinterland. Whilst the DoT acknowledges the importance of tourism to the local and
state economies, Moyne Shire should carefully assess the interface of tourist
developments with other modes of traffic, as outlined in Clause 18.01-1S Land Use

1 Barwon South West Renewable Energy Roadmap Capturing Our Community's Views
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and Transport Planning and Clause 18.01-2S Transport System of the Moyne
Planning Scheme.

e The proposed map reference 015znMaps34_35 of the amendment impacts an area of
the Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO) for a future Port Fairy bypass. This map
indicates that the land is to be rezoned to Rural Living Zone — Schedules 1 & 3. Both
schedules do not specify a minimum setback distance from a Road Zone Category 1
or land in a Public Acquisition Overlay to be acquired for a road, Category 1.
Consideration should be given to including minimum setback distances consistent to
that specified in Schedule 2 to Clause 35.07 Farming Zone.

¢ Proposed map references 017znMaps34_37 (Koroit) and 026znMaps15_16
(Mortlake) of the amendment for land zoned Rural Living — Schedules 1 & 2.
Consideration should be given by the shire to provide consistency by including the
minimum setback distances from a Road Zone category 1 road similar to that
specified in Schedule 2 to Clause 35.07 Farming Zone.

e The Koroit Structure Plan envisions residential, industrial and commercial
development, which is likely to increase all traffic, including heavy vehicle traffic and
directly impact arterial roads such as Penshurst-Warrnambool Road (C183), Koroit-
Port Fairy Road (C179) and Mailors Flat-Koroit Road (C183, also known as
Commercial Road). These roads form an important link in the supply chain for the
surrounding industries including timber harvesting, dairy supply, wind energy and
tourism. Direct access onto these roads should be carefully assessed in consultation
with the DoT to avoid adverse operational and safety impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity to engage in this process. If iou have any questions regarding

this letter or the conditions prepared, please contact (Senior Transport Planner)

Yours sincerely

!lreclor !arwon !oulh West

15 / 11 /2021
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Moyne Planning Scheme Amendment C70 Deint - 0OSOSKO

Submitted by [ EG_—_

Please find attached and/or enclosed

15 NOV 2021

Location:
Rationale for this submission
Letter from
Letter from | EENEGE
Letter from N
Map A
Map B
Map C

annin
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Moyne Planning Scheme Amendment C70 — Hawkesdale

15/11/2021

The idea of rezoning land to the east of the current Moyne township zone (RLZ1) in
Hawkesdale from farming to rural residential is a poor option in attempting to
reinvigorate the town.

Here is my reasoning

Zone RLZ1 currently consists of twenty lots of land. Please refer to the attached
‘map A’
Eight of these currently have houses on them. Marked 2

A further five lots are directly associated with house blocks and marked 2A. One is
used as a horse and livestock paddock with fencing, a dam and other water points
interconnected with the house block and is very unlikely to be sold in the near future
(see attached letter)

Three other lots are associated with a family who have used these blocks as lifestyle
blocks for rearing and grazing animals over decades. (see attached letter)

The fourth is used as machinery storage and for grazing of animals and has been for
decades.

Blocks marked 1A are currently only accessible via unused roads (marked 1) with
council having indicated they will not fund to consolidate these roads and make them
viable to access these blocks. | believe none have ready access to power. For these
reasons, none of these blocks could be viably sold for development without first
incurring a substantial monetary outlay from the owners, both of whom have
indicated they have no intention to sell in the future. (see attached letters)

Block marked 3 is currently used for grazing and is intended to be sold by the
grandfather to a grandson in the future.

This leaves one block which is viably able to be sold in the near future should this
amendment go ahead in its current form.

To hopefully ensure the viability of Hawkesdale well into the future, accessible land
that is on the market or may be on the market in the short to medium term,
should be made available by rezoning to make it easier and less time consuming for
potential purchasers.

A more suitable area should be utilised which would allow a simplified process of
property purchase rather than the current byzantine process. Ideally, the entire town
should be allowed to flourish by allowing rural housing zones back to their original
settlement. As this appears not to be on the horizon, an alternate to the current zone
RLZ1 should be investigated. We desperately need to:

1/ increase resident numbers and
2/ raise the likelihood of small business development in the town
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After discussion with other locals, it is our opinion the best option would be either
side of Dawson Street, along the southern entrance way to the town. Refer map B.
The owners of six of these blocks have indicated they would like to sell these blocks
however, while currently the rural zone, this would be difficult. 1 believe two of the
blocks could be subdivided into four and still remain above the 1ha minimum. The
potential sale for the appropriate use, could, and hopefully would allow the town to
bounce back from the constrictions it currently endures.

This area has main road frontage, minimal drainage issues and easy power access.
Its proximity on the main road makes it ideal for both residential and ‘suitable’ small
or light business use, something the town desperately needs. This area needs to be
zoned residential and light commercial.

The area to east of Dawson Street and north of Warwillah Road may be suitable for
subdivision into the future however the current owners have no intention of selling at
this point.

| have few details of the six blocks north of O'Brien Street and east of Whitehead
Street other than one currently has a house on it while the other has shedding only.

A recent plan sent to me via your planning department (map 3) shows the current
vacant lots in the southern area of the township. This was no doubt a helicopter view
with no rationale as to whether these lots are available for development into the
future (say within 10 — 20 years). Why the two vacant lots on the north east corner of
Ryans Road and Noremac Road are even listed as vacant lots is odd as they are the
bull paddocks and part of the farm on the western boundary of Hawkesdale.

My hope is that your planners make a concise and educated analysis of the needs of
the township utilising factual information and reasoning. Our town deserves a bright
future. Withholding its growth potential over ill conceived ideas and flawed data is
simply not acceptable.

Thankyou
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| am the owner of a number of blocks of land near my home in [ ENRNRNRNNEE
Hawkesdale. | use these blocks to graze stock with the land being in the e
family for many years. .

| have two blocks to the east of my house and another 4 to the north of my house
between two unused roads.

There is no intention of me selling these blocks in my lifetime. It would be up to my
sons to decide what they want to do.

Thankyou;




Submission 60, Page 5 of 9

| am the owner of a number of blocks of iland in the Hawkesdale township. | own two

blocks which are located directly (R

These blocks, as well several others in the township have been in my family for
decades. | have no intention of selling them and they will be passed on to my son
and grandson. They are used to graze stock.

Yours Sincerely;
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12/11/2021
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From: I

Sent: Tuesday, 7 December 2021 7:16 AM
To: Moyne
Subject: Town Planning

Attachments: I

To Whom it May Concern,

I_ refer to the attached submission.

| would like to have my address removed from this
submission as there was no consulting from

| have no abjection to_ from submitting the plans for her own address at_

| however want no involment.

Yours Sincerely,
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Submission to Moyne City Council C70 Amendment
Rezoning from proposed FZ3 to Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ)
On behalf of

This submission proposes the rezoning of land bordered by Nine-Mile Creek
Road, the Port Fairy Rail Trail and the Penshurst Warrnambool Road to Low
Density Residential Zone with a minimum lot size of one acre.

An indicative subdivision layout of the land owned by_

is provided to demonstrate the potential for a sensible
lot layout the maximises street frontages and provides natural surveillance for
each block. The other land to the south would be easily connected to the road
network. See attached.

Existing properties affected by the proposal are _,

Attachment 1 shows the existing subdivision (inset) as well as the indicative lot

ayout for [N <)

Land description

Approximately 28 acres or 11.3 hectares

Three existing houses

Largely cleared land with few trees and little native vegetation.

The slightly sloping land sits high in the landscape and is not subject to flooding
This parcel of land is immediately adjacent to the township of Koroit
Reticulated town water is already connected to the land

Broadband access is also already connected to the land
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_ fragments the farming land to its east from the broad acre
farming land to the west farming land

Proposed zoning C70 Amendment

The C70 Amendment proposes that this parcel of land is within Farming Zone 3
which schedules a minimum subdivision size of 40 hectares and the minimum
lot size for which no permit is required for a dwelling is 10 hectares.

This schedule effectively rules out any potential for further subdivision or
increased residential development despite its immediate proximity to the
township.

Vision for Koroit
The existing Moyne Planning Scheme and the proposed C70 amendment
identifies Koroit as a District Town with moderate growth potential.

The Rural Housing Strategy defines ‘moderate’ as providing some potential
growth beyond existing urban zoned land and through infill but within defined
settlement boundaries.

The Council’s vision for Koroit is to:

e strengthen and diversify Koroit’s economic, social and cultural base in a
sustainable manner that preserves the character of the town and
promotes a good quality of life for its residents.

e enable the expansion of the land zoned for residential purposes and
Rural Living to recognise areas developed for rural living purposes, and
to allow for growth in urban and rural living opportunities within a
defined settlement boundary around the town

The Planning Scheme states that development in Koroit should be encouraged
within and adjacent to existing serviced areas within the settlement boundary
to protect adjoining farmland and to ensure that the environment of the area
is not compromised.

Other planning scheme considerations:

Key policy objectives within the Planning Scheme, the proposed amendment
and the Rural Housing Strategy that support rezoning of this land for
residential development include the following:
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balance the need to provide desirable housing opportunities with
realistic future servicing considerations,

maintain compact urban forms that will allow for the ease of service
delivery and minimal infrastructure costs.

recognise the different requirements of the population by allowing the
accommodation of the population of the municipality within a range of
dwelling types suitable for the needs of the community.

encourage rural residential and rural living development in
appropriately zoned areas on the periphery of existing townships and
settlements that can take advantage of available facilities and services.
guide future population growth on the basis of a settlement hierarchy
manage development on the fringes of townships so that it enhances
the character of the town’s landscape setting.

encourage limited rural living and low-density residential development
within existing zoned areas, ensure that any effects upon the
surrounding farms are minimised.

define a sustainable urban/non-urban edge to the main townships and
settlements

locate Low Density Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone - for existing
low-density areas on the periphery of the built-up area of the main
towns and settlements, and as an alternative to the Township Zone
where development is dispersed.

This proposal
This proposal complies neatly with the planning policy intent of Moyne Shire
Council and its planning scheme. The land:

abuts the township of Koroit with realistic future servicing potential
provides a clearly defined and compact urban form with minimal
infrastructure costs

provides an opportunity for an extra type of residential development not
currently offered in Koroit but suitable for people seeking a rural
amenity close to the facilities of a District Town

is located on the immediate periphery of the township and therefore
providing the opportunity to access the services and social infrastructure
provided in Koroit

has the potential to enhance the character of the main entrances to the
township with a country style setting, tree-lined country laneways and
landscaped gardens
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e utilises the Port Fairy Rail Trail as a natural buffer from the farming areas
to the west and provides a logical settlement boundary to the north-
west corner of Koroit

Koroit’s excellent proximity to Warrnambool makes it an attractive location to
the regional city and is integral to Koroit’s growth potential. The regional city
provides close access to quality education and health services. It is also
accessible to employment centres in Warrnambool, Port Fairy and Portland.

Koroit is designated as a district town with moderate growth potential. As such
it has good infrastructure including sewerage.

The proposal provides the opportunity for a rural setting with large residential
allotments (one acre) with plenty of space for children to play, for vegetable
gardens and fruit trees and native vegetation.

It fills a gap in the residential housing type available in Koroit, providing
manageable lot sizes and therefore minimising the potential for agricultural
weeds that larger rural living lifestyle properties sometimes create.

Its location is within walkable distance to the town’s centre and immediately
connected to the Rail Trail, thus supporting an active lifestyle.

The proposed character will emphasise the rural aspect with permeable street
design and unmade roads that will operate as shared ways for pedestrians and
cars.

The size of each block allows for septic tank wastewater systems supported by
reticulated water supply. Alternatively, the town’s sewerage system could be
utilised inexpensively because of the land’s immediate proximity to the town.

Rainwater capture through tanks can also be maximised, water harvesting off
the house rooftops and associated shedding on these large residential blocks.

Utilising the Rail Trail as the settlement boundary

The Rail Trail provides a more logical separation buffer from farming activity.
The utilisation of this as the buffer is also consistent with the zoning patterns
to the east of the subject land and would provide a continuous settlement
boundary in the north-west corner of the Town.
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By being at the edge of the town the rezoning of this land and the utilisation of
the Rail Trail as the settlement boundary does not fragment other farming
land. In fact, the Rail Trail (zoned PUZ4) already fragments this FZ land from
continuous agricultural activity

Summary
This proposal is supported by the policy intent of the Moyne Planning Scheme
and its strategies.

It provides an extra residential type to the mix of housing opportunities in
Koroit.

The provision of a road with blocks facing the Rail Reserve, Nine Mile Creek
Road and Penshurst-Warrnambool Rd provides opportunities for permeable

road network with natural surveillance to most properties.

There is potential for an improved environmental and amenity outcome
because of the scale and location of the residential type.

The utilisation of the Rail Trail as the township boundary is logical and
consistent with the adjacent residential land.
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The Rural Housing and Settlement Strategy 2010 Report and the Addendum Report 2015 are
relying on market demand analysis for rural lifestyle land that is more than 10-15 years old. It
also suggests that there are sufficient lots in the Township Zone that are available supply the
demand for additional dwellings in the township. The reports also recommend planning tools
to manage lot sizes to effectively manage land capability issues regarding wastewater disposal
associated with residential uses.

C70 now recommends no planning Zone or Overlay controls to manage land capability matters
within the township of Kirkstall and discards the need to rezone the subject land to Low Density
Residential Zone, based on arbitrary commentary regarding land capability and the vicinity of a
Piggery located to the north east of the site.

The landowner agrees that setbacks from the_ should be recognised to avoid
land use conflicts, but to dismiss rezoning the land to Low Density Residential Zone without a
comprehensive land capability assessment is an inadequate analysis.

Over the last 10 years, approximately 25 dwellings have been constructed or are under
construction within the Township zone or adjoining Penshurst-Warrnambool Road. These are
notated with a red dot in Figure 1 (see below). This data was prepared as part of the planning
permit application for the dwelling that is now located on the subject land. The analysis was
prepared in 2020 and is therefore considered to be a current analysis/snapshot of residential
growth in the township.

SUMMARY

This submission seeks to:

Remove the subject land from the Farming Zone and any additional land between Penshurst
Warrnambool Road, Buntings Road and Atkinson Street to achieve rational Zone boundaries.
Include the subject land and any additional land between Penshurst Warrnambool Road,
Buntings Road and Atkinson Street in the Low Density Residential Zone to achieve rational Zone
boundaries (Figure 2 — shows subject land and area between Penshurst Warrnambool Road,
Buntings Road and Atkinson Street).

Set a minimum lot size in the Schedule to the Low Density Residential Zone of 0.8ha to suitably
address issues regarding land capability and wastewater management.

questions about the above submission. Any further correspondence regarding the amendment and

this submission should be directed t_

Yours faithfully,
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