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Thanks 
 
We look forward to catching up with  and yourself next week
 
Do you think there is any benefit in inviting DEPI officers along to the meeting to capture the total package of information, across agencies, etc  ?
 
The address for the meeting is 844 Barwon Heads Road, Armstrong Creek (map attached)
 
Cheers
Rob
 
Rob Anderson
Acting Manager -  Planning Strategy & Urban Growth

P
M
F:   03 5272 4855
E:   randerson@geelongcity.vic.gov.au
 
Level 5, 100 Brougham Street,  GEELONG
PO BOX 104 GEELONG 3220 AUSTRALIA
www.geelongaustralia.com.au
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Referral of proposed action 
What is a referral? 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) provides for the protection 
of the environment, especially matters of national environmental significance (NES). Under the EPBC Act, a 
person must not take an action that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on any of the 
matters of NES without approval from the Australian Government Environment Minister or the Minister’s 
delegate.  (Further references to ‘the Minister’ in this form include references to the Minister’s delegate.) To 
obtain approval from the Environment Minister, a proposed action should be referred.  The purpose of a 
referral is to obtain a decision on whether your proposed action will need formal assessment and approval 
under the EPBC Act.  

Your referral will be the principal basis for the Minister’s decision as to whether approval is necessary and, if 
so, the type of assessment that will be undertaken. These decisions are made within 20 business days, 
provided sufficient information is provided in the referral.   

Who can make a referral? 

Referrals may be made by or on behalf of a person proposing to take an action, the Commonwealth or a 
Commonwealth agency, a state or territory government, or agency, provided that the relevant government or 
agency has administrative responsibilities relating to the action. 

When do I need to make a referral? 

A referral must be made for actions that are likely to have a significant impact on the following matters 
protected by Part 3 of the EPBC Act: 
 World Heritage properties (sections 12 and 15A) 
 National Heritage places (sections 15B and 15C)  
 Wetlands of international importance (sections 16 and 17B) 
 Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A) 
 Listed migratory species (sections 20 and 20A) 
 Protection of the environment from nuclear actions (sections 21 and 22A) 
 Commonwealth marine environment (sections 23 and 24A) 
 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (sections 24B and 24C) 
 A water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development (sections 

24D and 24E) 
 The environment, if the action involves Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A), including: 

o actions that are likely to have a significant impact on the environment of Commonwealth land 
(even if taken outside Commonwealth land); 

o actions taken on Commonwealth land that may have a significant impact on the environment 
generally; 

 The environment, if the action is taken by the Commonwealth (section 28) 
 Commonwealth Heritage places outside the Australian jurisdiction (sections 27B and 27C) 

You may still make a referral if you believe your action is not going to have a significant impact, or if you are 
unsure. This will provide a greater level of certainty that Commonwealth assessment requirements have been 
met.  

To help you decide whether or not your proposed action requires approval (and therefore, if you should make 
a referral), the following guidance is available from the Department’s website:  
 the Policy Statement titled Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 – Matters of National Environmental 

Significance. Additional sectoral guidelines are also available.  
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 the Policy Statement titled Significant Impact Guidelines 1.2 - Actions on, or impacting upon, 
Commonwealth land, and actions by Commonwealth agencies.  

 the Policy Statement titled Significant Impact Guidelines: Coal seam gas and large coal mining 
developments—Impacts on water resources.   

 the interactive map tool (enter a location to obtain a report on what matters of NES may occur in that 
location). 

Can I refer part of a larger action? 

In certain circumstances, the Minister may not accept a referral for an action that is a component of 
a larger action and may request the person proposing to take the action to refer the larger action 
for consideration under the EPBC Act (Section 74A, EPBC Act). If you wish to make a referral for a 
staged or component referral, read ‘Fact Sheet 6 Staged Developments/Split Referrals’ and contact the 
Referrals Gateway (1800 803 772). 

Do I need a permit? 

Some activities may also require a permit under other sections of the EPBC Act or another law of the 
Commonwealth. Information is available on the Department’s web site. 
Is your action in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park? 

If your action is in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park it may require permission under the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Act 1975 (GBRMP Act). If a permission is required, referral of the action under the EPBC Act is 
deemed to be an application under the GBRMP Act (see section 37AB, GBRMP Act). This referral will be 
forwarded to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (the Authority) for the Authority to commence its 
permit processes as required under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 1983. If a permission is not 
required under the GBRMP Act, no approval under the EPBC Act is required (see section 43, EPBC Act). The 
Authority can provide advice on relevant permission requirements applying to activities in the Marine Park. 
The Authority is responsible for assessing applications for permissions under the GBRMP Act, GBRMP 
Regulations and Zoning Plan. Where assessment and approval is also required under the EPBC Act, a single 
integrated assessment for the purposes of both Acts will apply in most cases. Further information on 
environmental approval requirements applying to actions in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is available from 
http://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/ or by contacting GBRMPA's Environmental Assessment and Management Section 
on (07) 4750 0700. 
The Authority may require a permit application assessment fee to be paid in relation to the assessment of 
applications for permissions required under the GBRMP Act, even if the permission is made as a referral under 
the EPBC Act. Further information on this is available from the Authority: 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
2-68 Flinders Street PO Box 1379 
Townsville QLD 4810  
AUSTRALIA  
Phone: + 61 7 4750 0700 
Fax: + 61 7 4772 6093 
www.gbrmpa.gov.au  

 

What information do I need to provide? 

Completing all parts of this form will ensure that you submit the required information and will 
also assist the Department to process your referral efficiently. If a section of the referral 
document is not applicable to your proposal enter N/A. 

You can complete your referral by entering your information into this Word file.  

Instructions 

Instructions are provided in blue text throughout the form. 

Attachments/supporting information 

The referral form should contain sufficient information to provide an adequate basis for a decision on the likely 
impacts of the proposed action. You should also provide supporting documentation, such as environmental 
reports or surveys, as attachments.  
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Coloured maps, figures or photographs to help explain the project and its location should also be submitted 
with your referral. Aerial photographs, in particular, can provide a useful perspective and context. Figures 
should be good quality as they may be scanned and viewed electronically as black and white documents. Maps 
should be of a scale that clearly shows the location of the proposed action and any environmental aspects of 
interest. 

Please ensure any attachments are below three megabytes (3mb) as they will be published on the 
Department’s website for public comment.  To minimise file size, enclose maps and figures as 
separate files if necessary. If unsure, contact the Referrals Gateway (email address below) for 
advice. Attachments larger than three megabytes (3mb) may delay processing of your referral. 

Note: the Minister may decide not to publish information that the Minister is satisfied is 
commercial-in-confidence.   

How do I pay for my referral? 

From 1 October 2014 the Australian Government commenced cost recovery arrangements for environmental 
assessments and some strategic assessments under the EPBC Act. If an action is referred on or after 1 October 
2014, then cost recovery will apply to both the referral and any assessment activities undertaken. Further 
information regarding cost recovery can be found on the Department’s website. 

 
Payment of the referral fee can be made using one of the following methods: 
 EFT Payments can be made to: 

BSB: 092-009  

Bank Account No. 115859  

Amount: $7352 

Account Name: Department of the Environment. 

Bank: Reserve Bank of Australia 

Bank Address: 20-22 London Circuit Canberra ACT 2601 

Description: The reference number provided (see note below) 

 Cheque - Payable to “Department of the Environment”. Include the reference number provided 

(see note below), and if posted, address: 

The Referrals Gateway  

Environment Assessment Branch 

Department of the Environment 

GPO Box 787 

Canberra ACT 2601 

 

 Credit Card  

Please contact the Collector of Public Money (CPM) directly (call (02) 6274 2930 or 6274 20260 

and provide the reference number (see note below). 

Note: in order to receive a reference number, submit your referral and the Referrals Gateway will 

email you the reference number.     

How do I submit a referral? 

Referrals may be submitted by mail or email.  

Mail to: 

Referrals Gateway  
Environment Assessment Branch  
Department of Environment 
GPO Box 787  
CANBERRA ACT 2601 
 
 If submitting via mail, electronic copies of documentation (on CD/DVD or by email) are required. 
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Email to: epbc.referrals@environment.gov.au 

 Clearly mark the email as a ‘Referral under the EPBC Act’. 
 Attach the referral as a Microsoft Word file and, if possible, a PDF file.  
 Follow up with a mailed hardcopy including copies of any attachments or supporting reports. 

What happens next? 

Following receipt of a valid referral (containing all required information) you will be advised of the next steps in 
the process, and the referral and attachments will be published on the Department’s web site for public 
comment. 

The Department will write to you within 20 business days to advise you of the outcome of your referral and 
whether or not formal assessment and approval under the EPBC Act is required. There are a number of 
possible decisions regarding your referral: 

The proposed action is NOT LIKELY to have a significant impact and does NOT NEED approval 

No further consideration is required under the environmental assessment provisions of the EPBC Act and the 
action can proceed (subject to any other Commonwealth, state or local government requirements).  

The proposed action is NOT LIKELY to have a significant impact IF undertaken in a particular 
manner  

The action can proceed if undertaken in a particular manner (subject to any other Commonwealth, state or 
local government requirements). The particular manner in which you must carry out the action will be 
identified as part of the final decision. You must report your compliance with the particular manner to the 
Department. 

The proposed action is LIKELY to have a significant impact and does NEED approval 

If the action is likely to have a significant impact a decision will be made that it is a controlled action.  The 
particular matters upon which the action may have a significant impact (such as World Heritage values or 
threatened species) are known as the controlling provisions. 

The controlled action is subject to a public assessment process before a final decision can be made about 
whether to approve it. The assessment approach will usually be decided at the same time as the controlled 
action decision. (Further information about the levels of assessment and basis for deciding the approach are 
available on the Department’s web site.) 

The proposed action would have UNACCEPTABLE impacts and CANNOT proceed 

The Minister may decide, on the basis of the information in the referral, that a referred action would have 
clearly unacceptable impacts on a protected matter and cannot proceed.   

Compliance audits 

If a decision is made to approve a project, the Department may audit it at any time to ensure that it is 
completed in accordance with the approval decision or the information provided in the referral. If the project 
changes, such that the likelihood of significant impacts could vary, you should write to the Department to 
advise of the changes. If your project is in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and a decision is made to 
approve it, the Authority may also audit it. (See “Is your action in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park,” p.2, for 
more details).  

For more information  

 call the Department of the Environment Community Information Unit on 1800 803 772 or  
 visit the web site http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/about-us/legislation/environment-protection-and-

biodiversity-conservation-act-1999  

All the information you need to make a referral, including documents referenced in this form, can be accessed 
from the above web site. 
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Referral of proposed action 
 

Project title: Warralily - East Precinct Sparrovale Outfall, Armstrong Creek 

 

1 Summary of proposed action 
NOTE: You must also attach a map/plan(s) and associated geographic information system (GIS) vector (shapefile) dataset 
showing the location and approximate boundaries of the area in which the project is to occur. Maps in A4 size are 
preferred. You must also attach a map(s)/plan(s) showing the location and boundaries of the project area in respect to any 
features identified in 3.1 & 3.2, as well as the extent of any freehold, leasehold or other tenure identified in 3.3(i).  
 
1.1 Short description 

The proposed rezoning of land at 892-990 Barwon Heads Road, Armstrong Creek to Urban 
Growth Zone as part of Amendment C301, under the City of Greater Geelong Planning Scheme, 
has provided the trigger for the need to construct a bypass channel between Armstrong Creek 
(downstream of the Armstrong Creek East Precinct) and the proposed Sparrovale Wetlands, in 
order to divert excess drainage water from entering the Lake Connewarre Complex (LCC).  The 
construction of this stormwater bypass channel has support form the City of Greater Geelong, 
Corangamite Catchment Management Authority and the Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning (DELWP) and other stakeholders associated with the management of the 
wetland system.  The proposed rezoning is part of a residential development being implemented 
by Armstrong Creek Development Corporation adjacent to the southern boundary of the 
Armstrong Creek East Precinct (EHP 2015 - Attachment 1). 
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1.2 Latitude and longitude 
Latitude and longitude details 
are used to accurately map the 
boundary of the proposed 
action. If these coordinates are 
inaccurate or insufficient it may 
delay the processing of your 
referral. 
 

 Latitude Longitude 
location point decimal degrees  decimal degrees 

1 -38.23307659440 144.38240894900 

2 -38.23195329010 144.38379054200 

3 -38.23182521080 144.38397144000 

4 -38.23160477240 144.38437603200 

5 -38.23153247100 144.38456374500 

6 -38.23147406500 144.38475095900 

7 -38.23143669850 144.38494623500 

8 -38.23126187030 144.38552549300 

9 -38.23112040420 144.38604184700 

10 -38.23101222190 144.38680383400 

11 -38.23065727760 144.38835039100 

12 -38.23034955300 144.38920766000 

13 -38.22961370950 144.39051217200 

14 -38.22932417330 144.39156270100 

15 -38.22924432450 144.39172422500 

16 -38.22889448800 144.39193947300 

17 -38.22834375040 144.39218834100 

18 -38.22817240350 144.39230024200 

19 -38.22802923950 144.39242876600 

20 -38.22779496050 144.39272194300 

21 -38.22788921370 144.39294849700 

22 -38.22800927950 144.39278207500 

23 -38.22818402370 144.39257821600 

24 -38.22826067300 144.39251746200 

25 -38.22845981150 144.39240456800 

26 -38.22874212860 144.39227988700 

27 -38.22907904920 144.39210917800 

28 -38.22933239930 144.39193263900 

29 -38.22945349530 144.39181270200 

30 -38.22977566560 144.39060334700 

31 -38.23050534640 144.38933431500 

32 -38.23082060800 144.38850322000 

33 -38.23116032250 144.38712004900 

34 -38.23130930790 144.38610250100 

35 -38.23154339330 144.38536554700 

36 -38.23169215940 144.38470533000 

37 -38.23185855240 144.38433127300 

38 -38.23219744600 144.38382586600 

39 -38.23269900910 144.38324369600 

40 -38.23339879610 144.38234747000 
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 The Interactive Mapping Tool may provide assistance in determining the coordinates for your project area.  
 
If the area is less than 5 hectares, provide the location as a single pair of latitude and longitude references. If the area 
is greater than 5 hectares, provide bounding location points.  
 
There should be no more than 50 sets of bounding location coordinate points per proposal area. 
 
Bounding location coordinate points should be provided sequentially in either a clockwise or anticlockwise direction. 
 
If the proposed action is linear (eg. a road or pipeline), provide coordinates for each turning point. 
 
Also attach the associated GIS-compliant file that delineates the proposed referral area. If the area is less than           
5 hectares, please provide the location as a point layer. If greater than 5 hectares, please provide a polygon layer. If 
the proposed action is linear (eg. a road or pipline) please provide a polyline layer (refer to GIS data supply guidelines 
at Attachment A). 
 
Do not use AMG coordinates. 

1.3 Locality and property description 
Provide a brief physical description of the property on which the proposed action will take place and the project 
location (eg. proximity to major towns, or for off-shore projects, shortest distance to mainland). 
 
The proposed channel is located at 76-88 Groves Road in Armstrong Creek, and is located 
approximately 10 kilometres south of Geelong.  The area proposed for the construction of the 
channel is approximately 3.71 hectares, consisting of relatively flat farming land with a slight 
slope towards the south/east. 
 
The Sparrovale Wetlands is part of a 524 hectare expansion of the Barwon River Parklands which 
includes a new large scale wetland based around Sparrovale Farm within the Horseshoe Bend 
Precinct.  The site is located at 109-215 Sparrowvale Road (Sparrovale Farm) and 1-87 Groves 
Road (Cold Winds), Armstrong Creek.  This development has been approved as part of the 
Horseshoe Bend Precinct Structure Plan (CoGG 2014 – Attachment 3). 
 
 

1.4 Size of the development 
footprint or work area 
(hectares) 

The acquisition area for the channel is approximately 3.71 hectares.  
Amendment C301 covers approximately 52 hectares. 

1.5 Street address of the site 

 
76-88 Groves Road, Armstrong Creek VIC 3217 –Channel between 
Armstrong Creek and the proposed Sparrovale Wetlands. 
892-990 Barwon Heads Road, Armstrong Creek –Amendment C301 
811-899 Barwon Head Road, Armstrong Creek – Armstrong Creek 
Linear Wetlands 

1.6 Lot description  
Describe the lot numbers and title description, if known. 
Lot 1 LP210971 – Channel 
Lot 1 TP839787 – C301 Amendment development 
Lot 3 LP92692, Lot 4 LP92692, Allot. E1 Sec. 7 Parish of Connewarre – Armstrong Creek Linear 
Wetlands 

1.7 Local Government Area and Council contact (if known) 
If the project is subject to local government planning approval, provide the name of the relevant council contact 
officer. 
City of Greater Geelong 
Rob Anderson (Coordinator – Urban Growth) 03 5272 4589  
 
Note – City of Greater Geelong have recently (20145/15) been in consultation with the EPBC Act 
Compliance team (Trish Randall and Katherine Reid) in regards to the overall impacts of the 
ACUGA.  



001 Referral of proposed action v January 2015 Page 8 of 30 
  

1.8 Time frame 
Specify the time frame in which the action will be taken including the estimated start date of construction/operation. 
The prerequisite for the development to commence is all the necessary approvals and the 
construction of the proposed Horseshoe Bend / Sparrovale Wetlands, assuming that all these are 
met we anticipate the development would commence in 2018 and be completed within six 
months for the diversion channel. 
 

1.9 Alternatives to proposed 
action 
Were any feasible alternatives to 
taking the proposed action 
(including not taking the action) 
considered but are not 
proposed? 
 

 
No 

 
Yes, you must also complete section 2.2 

1.10 Alternative time frames etc 
Does the proposed action 
include alternative time frames, 
locations or activities? 

 No 

 
Yes, you must also complete Section 2.3. For each alternative, 
location, time frame, or activity identified, you must also complete 
details in Sections 1.2-1.9, 2.4-2.7 and 3.3 (where relevant). 

1.11 State assessment 
Is the action subject to a state 
or territory environmental 
impact assessment? 

 No 

 Yes, you must also complete Section 2.5 

1.12 Component of larger action 
Is the proposed action a 
component of a larger action? 

 No 

 Yes, you must also complete Section 2.7 

1.13 Related actions/proposals 
Is the proposed action related to 
other actions or proposals in the 
region (if known)? 

 No 

 
Yes, provide details: Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Area within the 
City of Greater Geelong including the development of multiple 
precincts 

1.14 Australian Government 
funding 
Has the person proposing to 
take the action received any 
Australian Government grant 
funding to undertake this 
project?  

 No 

 

Yes, provide details: 

1.15 Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park 
Is the proposed action inside the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park? 

 No 
Yes, you must also complete Section 3.1 (h), 3.2 (e)  
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2 Detailed description of proposed action 
NOTE: It is important that the description is complete and includes all components and activities associated with the 
action.  If certain related components are not intended to be included within the scope of the referral, this should be clearly 
explained in section 2.7. 
 
2.1 Description of proposed action 
This should be a detailed description outlining all activities and aspects of the proposed action and should reference figures 
and/or attachments, as appropriate. 
 
892-990 Barwon Heads Road, Armstrong Creek is being considered for rezoning into the Urban 
Growth Zone (UGZ) under Amendment C301 to the City of Greater Geelong Planning Scheme.  
Amendment C301 aims to rezone 892-990 Barwon Heads Road to allow for subdivision and 
residential development as an integrated component of the already approved Armstrong Creek East 
Precinct (ACEP). 
 
The drainage outfall for the already approved ACEP is Armstrong Creek, and this flows into the LCC.  
As part of Amendment C301 it is proposed that a bypass channel for excess drainage water be 
constructed, between Armstrong Creek (and associated linear wetlands constructed as part of ACEP 
Precinct Structure Plan) and the Sparrovale wetlands to divert excess water from the LCC and also 
avoid vegetation remnants located along Armstrong Creek, downstream of the ACEP (SMEC 2915 - 
Attachment 2).   
 
The construction of the bypass channel provides a solution to the increase of water volume within 
the Armstrong Creek Growth Urban Area (ACUGA) catchment.   Completion of this channel will 
resolve all issues related to potential impacts of increased urban runoff from the entire ACUGA on the 
Hospital Swamps which form part of the Port Phillip Bay (western shoreline) and Bellarine Ramsar 
Site (Craigie 2015 – Attachment 8).  The Sparrovale Wetlands are a significant part of the 
development of the whole ACUGA and its implementation will protect the Ramsar listed Hospital 
Swamps from inappropriate storm water quality and volume (Craigie 2015).  
 
A Surface Water Management Strategy has been prepared for the proposed action site including 
consideration of the hydraulic link between Armstrong Creek and the Sparrovale Wetlands (Craigie 
2015). 
 
2.2 Alternatives to taking the proposed action 

 
Not undertaking the proposed action is the alternative.  This may lead to adverse impacts on the 
Ramsar listed LCC, including Hospital Swamps, due to increased volumes of urban run-off from the 
ACUGA development.  
 
2.3 Alternative locations, time frames or activities that form part of the referred action 
If you have identified that the proposed action includes alternative time frames, locations or activities (in section 1.10) you 
must complete this section. Describe any alternatives related to the physical location of the action, time frames within 
which the action is to be taken and alternative methods or activities for undertaking the action.  For each alternative 
location, time frame or activity identified, you must also complete (where relevant) the details in sections 1.2-1.9, 2.4-2.7, 
3.3 and 4. Please note, if the action that you propose to take is determined to be a controlled action, any alternative 
locations, time frames or activities that are identified here may be subject to environmental assessment and a decision on 
whether to approve the alternative. 
 
The final channel alignment is subject to further detailed design and will be selected to ensure 
avoidance and protection of remnant vegetation identified with the ACEP Native Vegetation Precinct 
Plan (NVPP) (SMEC 2010 – Attachment 10), including Coastal Saltmarsh (EVC 9) recorded within 
Habitat Zone 2 and 3 (SMEC 2009 – Attachment 5) (Figure 1). 
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2.4 Context, planning framework and state/local government requirements 
Explain the context in which the action is proposed, including any relevant planning framework at the state and/or local 
government level (e.g. within scope of a management plan, planning initiative or policy framework). Describe any 
Commonwealth or state legislation or policies under which approvals are required or will be considered against.  
 
The ACUGA is an important strategic project in Victoria and provides for the principal urban growth 
of the City of Greater Geelong and the broader Geelong Region.  The ACUGA is located at the south 
of existing urban Geelong and includes the communities of Marshall, Connewarre and Mt Duneed.  At 
capacity, the ACUGA is made up of seven precincts and is expected to accommodate approximately 
54,000 persons and 22,000 dwellings. 
 
Multiple planning scheme amendments have been approved since 25 November 2008 relating to the 
rezoning of the land to Urban Growth Zone (Amendment C138 and C170) as well as approval of 
Precinct Structure Plans for individual Precincts (Amendment C206, C207, C240, C259 and C267).  
 
The implementation of the Sparrovale Wetlands, which was endorsed as part of Amendment C259, is 
an important part of the ACUGA development and is vital for protecting the Ramsar listed LCC, 
including Hospital Swamps, from increased volumes of storm water. 
 
Local Planning Schemes 
The study area is located within City of Greater Geelong the municipality.   
 
The channel is located within the Urban Growth Zone (UGZ2) and is subject to an Environmental 
Significance Overlay (ESO-2), a Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCP-03) and a Flood 
Overlay.  Native vegetation within the vicinity of the channel locations is recorded under the 
Armstrong Creek East Precinct Native Vegetation Precinct Plan (NVPP).  A Planning Permit from City 
of Greater Geelong is required to remove, destroy or lop any native vegetation identified for 
retention within the NVPP. 
 
The proposed development at 892-990 Barwon Heads Road is currently zoned Farming Zone (FZ), 
and no environmental overlays currently apply to the site.  A Planning Permit from City of Greater 
Geelong is required to remove, destroy or lop any native vegetation. 
 
Sparrovale Wetlands are being delivered within the approved Horseshoe Bend Precinct and are 
funded via its Development Contributions Plan (DCP). Once agreements are in place for the existing 
private landholdings to be converted to public ownership, the Sparrovale Wetlands in turn enable the 
creation of the channel across to Armstrong Creek. The Armstrong Creek linear wetlands system 
across the north frontage of the proposed channel and the new waterway further west to Horseshoe 
Bend Road (SMEC 2015) were delivered within the approved Armstrong Creek East Precinct as a DCP 
item and have now practically constructed.  As part of Amendment C301 SWMS it is proposed to 
include the costs of land acquisition and construction of the channel, beyond the limits covered by 
the ACEP DCP, all the way through to Sparrovale Wetlands. 
 

Permitted clearing of native vegetation - Biodiversity assessment guidelines (Victoria) 
Areas of remnant native vegetation, Scattered Trees and habitat for rare or threatened species must 
be offset if they are proposed to be disturbed as part of the project.  No remnant vegetation is 
proposed to be removed as part of the construction of the channel.  
 
The offset requirement for native vegetation removal as part of the Amendment C301 at 892-990 
Barwon Heads Road, is 0.203 General Biodiversity Equivalence Units.   
 
Water Act 1989 (Victoria) 

Given the study area is in close proximity to Armstrong Creek and subsequently Ramsar wetlands of 
significance downstream, a ‘works on waterways’ permit from the Corangamite CMA may be required 
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as a precautionary approach where an action has the potential to impact a waterway within or 
adjoining the study area.   
 
2.5 Environmental impact assessments under Commonwealth, state or territory legislation 

 
The proposed development is not subject to a state environmental impact process. 
 
2.6 Public consultation (including with Indigenous stakeholders) 
Your referral must include a description of any public consultation that has been, or is being, undertaken. Where 
Indigenous stakeholders are likely to be affected by your proposed action, your referral should describe any consultations 
undertaken with Indigenous stakeholders. Identify the relevant stakeholders and the status of consultations at the time of 
the referral. Where appropriate include copies of documents recording the outcomes of any consultations. 
 
All relevant Amendments relating to the ACUGA have been exhibited for public comment and 
assessed through a Panel as part of the City of Greater Geelong Planning Scheme requirements.   
 
Amendment C301 will also be subject to statutory public notification requirements and will be on 
exhibition for a month commencing late August 2015.  
 
Cultural Heritage assessments have been completed for all approved Precinct Structure Plans in 
consultation with the relevant Registered Aboriginal Party for the area. 
 
2.7 A staged development or component of a larger project 
If you have identified that the proposed action is a component of a larger action (in section 1.12) you must complete this 
section. Provide information about the larger action and details of any interdependency between the stages/components 
and the larger action. You may also provide justification as to why you believe it is reasonable for the referred action to be 
considered separately from the larger proposal (eg. the referred action is ‘stand-alone’ and viable in its own right, there are 
separate responsibilities for component actions or approvals have been split in a similar way at the state or local 
government levels). 
 
The Sparrovale Wetlands are proposed to protect the LCC, including Hospital Swamps from the 
impact of increased volumes of freshwater run-off arising from urban development not just within 
the Horseshoe Bend Precinct catchment, as per Amendment C259, but also across the whole ACUGA 
catchment.  The channel between Sparrovale Wetlands and Armstrong Creek, from the terminal 
wetlands in the Armstrong Creek East Precinct, is of critical importance to this primary environmental 
objective given that it will enable increased stormwater runoff from the whole of the Armstrong 
Creek catchment to be diverted around the LCC, including the Hospital Swamps. The channel is 
proposed to connect into Sparrovale Wetlands on the upstream (west) side of the proposed internal 
levee bank (Figure 1).  
 
The proponent is currently developing a large area within the ACEP, as part of the Warralily Master 
Plan, directly to the north and west of Amendment C301.  Further, there are several other 
developments within the ACEP that are about to begin construction further north of Amendment 
C301.   
 
The Sparrovale Wetlands are part of the Horseshoe Bend Precinct and there are other proponents 
responsible for the delivery of this item.  The proposed channel should be assessed as a stand-alone 
project in its own right, given it is within the Armstrong Creek East Precinct and has separate 
approvals from the adjacent Precincts.
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3 Description of environment & likely impacts 
 

3.1 Matters of national environmental significance 
Describe the affected area and the likely impacts of the proposal, emphasising the relevant matters protected by the EPBC 
Act. Refer to relevant maps as appropriate.  The interactive map tool can help determine whether matters of national 
environmental significance or other matters protected by the EPBC Act are likely to occur in your area of interest. 
  
Your assessment of likely impacts should refer to the following resources (available from the Department’s web site):  
 specific values of individual World Heritage properties and National Heritage places and the ecological character of 

Ramsar wetlands; 
 profiles of relevant species/communities (where available), that will assist in the identification of whether there is likely 

to be a significant impact on them if the proposal proceeds;  
 Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 – Matters of National Environmental Significance; and 
 associated sectoral and species policy statements available on the web site, as relevant. 
 
Your assessment of likely impacts should consider whether a bioregional plan is relevant to your proposal.  The Minister has 
prepared four marine bioregional plans (MBP) in accordance with section 176.  It is likely that the MBP’s will be more 
commonly relevant where listed threatened species, listed migratory species or a Commonwealth marine area is 
considered.   
 
Note that even if your proposal will not be taken in a World Heritage area, Ramsar wetland, Commonwealth 
marine area, the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park or on Commonwealth land, it could still impact upon these 
areas (for example, through downstream impacts). Consideration of likely impacts should include both direct 
and indirect impacts. 

 
3.1 (a) World Heritage Properties 

 
Description 

 
The study area does not contain, nor is close to any World Heritage Properties. 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

 
There will be no impacts on any World Heritage Properties. 
 
 
3.1 (b) National Heritage Places 

 
Description 

 
The study area does not contain, nor is close to any National Heritage Places. 

 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

There will be no impacts on any National Heritage Places 
 
 
3.1 (c) Wetlands of International Importance (declared Ramsar wetlands) 
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Description 

 
Armstrong Creek flows into the Barwon River and fringes of Lake Connewarre and Reedy Lake which 
forms part of the larger Port Phillip Bay (Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Ramsar Site.  
 
Baensch’s Wetland and Hospital Swamps are part of the Lower Barwon River Wetlands and estuary, 
and are connected to Lake Connewarre (referred to as the LCC).  Baensch’s Wetland and Hospital 
Swamps are directly adjacent to the south and east of the proposed channel. 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

Address any impacts on the ecological character of any Ramsar wetlands. 
 
Construction of the bypass channel will mitigate against any potential impacts to the Ramsar wetland.  
The development of the bypass channel between Sparrovale Wetlands and the terminal wetlands within 
the ACEP and adjacent developments will enable the diversion of increased volumes of stormwater 
runoff from the whole of the Armstrong Creek catchment, in order to avoid the LCC and Ramsar 
Wetlands, including Hospital Swamps. 
 
Implementation of the bypass channel has been strongly advocated by the City of Greater Geelong, 
Corangamite CMA, DELWP, Geelong Field and Game and many other stakeholders as it provides an 
integrated solution to the increase volumes of stormwater from the development within the ACUGA. 
 
 
 
3.1 (d) Listed threatened species and ecological communities  
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Description 

 
Based upon the assessment by SMEC (2009), no threatened flora or fauna species have been recorded 
within the area proposed for the channel.  One listed ecological community Subtropical and Temperate 
Coastal Saltmarsh, has been recorded immediately adjacent to the area proposed for the channel. 
 
Fauna: The LCC, including Lake Connewarre, Reedy Lake, and the Hospital Swamps support significant 
numbers of four shorebirds – Sharp-tailed Sandpiper, Curlew Sandpiper, Marsh Sandpiper and Red-
necked Stint (Ecology Australia 2006).   
A number of terrestrial and wetland migratory species have been previously identified and include the 
Great Egret Ardea alba and Cattle Egret Ardea ibis. Habitat resources for these species are limited 
although the Cattle Egret has the potential to occur intermittently across the channel site.  Similarly, 
wetland species of conservation significance which include the Glossy Ibis Plegadis falcinellus, Royal 
Spoonbill Platalea regia, Australasian Bittern Botaurus poiciloptilus, Australasian Shoveler Anas 
rhynchotis, Hardhead Aythya australis and Musk Duck Biziura lobata have extremely limited if any 
habitat occurring within the channel area (SMEC 2009). 
   
Flora: Spiny Peppercress, which is mostly found on heavy clay soils near salt lakes, and Creeping Rush, 
which is restricted to saline or sub saline communities or around saline lakes, are both considered to 
have a moderate to high likelihood of occurrence in the in the Coastal Saltmarsh adjacent to the 
channel site (Ecology Australia 2006, SMEC 2009).  
 
Communities: Based on the vegetation descriptions and habitat hectare scoring, Coastal Saltmarsh 
(EVC 9) vegetation adjacent to the proposed channel site (HZ 2 and 3) is likely to be representative of 
the EPBC Act listed community Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh (Figure 1). This 
community has not been discussed in previous reports as the community was listed after their 
publication (listed in August 2013). 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

Address any impacts on the members of any listened threatened species (except a conservation dependent species) or any 
threatened ecological community, or their habitat. 
 
The proposed action is unlikely to have a significant impact on any listed threatened species or 
ecological communities.  The design of the channel will avoid areas of remnant vegetation during 
construction and appropriate mitigation measures will be applied to ensure that vegetation is not 
indirectly impacted. 
 
Wetland bird species are unlikely to be impacted as they usually occupy lower lying areas designated as 
flood zones, and the channel is proposed to be located away from these areas. 
 
 
3.1 (e) Listed migratory species 
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Description 

 
A total of 115 Migratory and/or Marine species have been recorded within 10 kilometres of the study 
area (EHP 2015).   
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

The channel area does not support marine habitat, nor does it provide habitat for an ecologically 
significant proportion of any of these species. The channel area would not be classed as an ‘important 

habitat’ as defined under the EPBC Act Policy Statement 1.1 Principal Significant Impact Guidelines 
(DoE 2013).  Therefore, it is considered unlikely that that there will be a significant impact on migratory 
or marine species. 
 
 
3.1 (f) Commonwealth marine area 
(If the action is in the Commonwealth marine area, complete 3.2(c) instead.  This section is for actions taken outside the 
Commonwealth marine area that may have impacts on that area.) 
Description 

 
The study area does not contain, nor is close to any Commonwealth Marine area. 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

There will be no impacts on any Commonwealth Marine area. 
 
 
3.1 (g) Commonwealth land 
(If the action is on Commonwealth land, complete 3.2(d) instead.  This section is for actions taken outside Commonwealth 
land that may have impacts on that land.) 
Description 

There are no Commonwealth lands present within the site or adjacent areas. 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

There will be no impact to any Commonwealth land. 
 
 
3.1 (h) The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 

 
Description 

 
The study area is not in, or near, the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact   

The proposed action will not have any effect on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. 

 
 
3.1 (i) A water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development  
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Description 

  
The proposed action is not a coal seam gas development or large coal mining development 
 
Nature and extent of likely impact  

The proposed action will not have any effect relating to a coal seam gas development or large coal 
mining development.  
 
 

3.2 Nuclear actions, actions taken by the Commonwealth (or Commonwealth 
agency), actions taken in a Commonwealth marine area, actions taken on 

Commonwealth land, or actions taken in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 

You must describe the nature and extent of likely impacts (both direct & indirect) on the whole environment if your project:  
 is a nuclear action;  
 will be taken by the Commonwealth or a Commonwealth agency;  
 will be taken in a Commonwealth marine area;   
 will be taken on Commonwealth land; or 
 will be taken in the Great Barrier Reef marine Park.  
 
Your assessment of impacts should refer to the Significant Impact Guidelines 1.2 - Actions on, or impacting upon, 
Commonwealth land, and actions by Commonwealth agencies and specifically address impacts on: 
 ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities; 
 natural and physical resources; 
 the qualities and characteristics of locations, places and areas; 
 the heritage values of places; and 
 the social, economic and cultural aspects of the above things. 
 
3.2 (a) Is the proposed action a nuclear action?  No 

 Yes (provide details below) 

If yes, nature & extent of likely impact on the whole environment 

 
 

 
 
3.2 (b) Is the proposed action to be taken by the 

Commonwealth or a Commonwealth 
agency? 

 No 

 Yes (provide details below) 

If yes, nature & extent of likely impact on the whole environment 

 
 

 
 
3.2 (c) Is the proposed action to be taken in a 

Commonwealth marine area? 
 No 

 Yes (provide details below) 

If yes, nature & extent of likely impact on the whole environment (in addition to 3.1(f)) 

 

3.2 (d) Is the proposed action to be taken on 
Commonwealth land? 

 No 

 Yes (provide details below) 

If yes, nature & extent of likely impact on the whole environment (in addition to 3.1(g)) 
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3.2 (e) Is the proposed action to be taken in the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park? 

 No 

 Yes (provide details below) 

If yes, nature & extent of likely impact on the whole environment (in addition to 3.1(h)) 

  
 

3.3  Other important features of the environment 
Provide a description of the project area and the affected area, including information about the following features (where 
relevant to the project area and/or affected area, and to the extent not otherwise addressed above). If at Section 2.3 you 
identified any alternative locations, time frames or activities for your proposed action, you must complete each of the 
details below (where relevant) for each alternative identified. 
 
3.3 (a) Flora and fauna 

 
Flora and fauna information about the channel site is based on SMEC 2009: 
Coastal Saltmarsh zones, HZ2 and HZ3, which are immediately adjacent to the channel site, are 
located in the north‐ east of the ACEP adjacent to the Lake Connewarre State Game Reserve 
associated with Reedy Lake. This section of the Precinct is seasonally inundated which promotes 
saline to sub‐ saline wetlands when left in a relatively natural state. The vegetation is considered to 
be EVC 9: Coastal Saltmarsh within the Otway Plain bioregion of Victoria. The vegetation within HZ2 
and HZ3 is continuous with existing vegetation located within the Barwon River floodway. Common 
indigenous species within the two patches included Southern Seablite Suaeda australis, Glasswort 
Halosarcia sp., Pigface Carpobrotus, Australian Salt‐ grass Distichlis distichophylla, Chaffy Saw‐ sedge 
Gahnia filum, and Cotula sp. 

 
Fauna species (predominantly birds) associated with extensive wetlands to the east (both freshwater 
and saline origin) typically occupy areas fringing these sites. These species were predominately 
observed utilising lower lying areas designated as flood zones. As a result these are unlikely to be 
impacted upon by any development since these areas are typically avoided. Species examples 
include the Swamp Harrier, Brolga and Blue‐winged Parrot. 
 
3.3 (b) Hydrology, including water flows 

Extensive works on the waterway system have already been implemented with the expanding 
development of the ACEP and additional Armstrong Creek Precincts including the construction of 
wetlands and the realignment of Armstrong Creek.  Both the Armstrong Creek linear wetland system 
(which is located with the ACEP) across the north frontage of Amendment C301, and the new 
waterway further west to Horseshoe Bend Road are now practically completed, indicating the 
hydrology and water flows in this area are being managed in line with the urban development 
(Craigie 2015).  
 
Based upon the work by Craigie (2015), hydrological models and appropriate engineering, indicate 
that the proposed bypass channel will prevent increased volumes of run off from entering the LCC, 
and ensure that the pre-development water regime of the inputs of Armstrong Creek into the LCC is 
maintained.  Further details regarding the management strategies for surface water are detailed in 
Craigie (2015), and Condina and Craigie (2014).    
The construction of the bypass channel provides the land managers with the ability to manipulate 
and divert unseasonal additional flows sway from the LCC and Sparrovale catchment, which will be 
particularly useful during summer periods. 
 
3.3 (c) Soil and Vegetation characteristics 
 

The study area is located at the interface between the Victorian Volcanic Plain and the Otway Plain 
bioregions.  The main geomorphological features in the area include extensive broad flats and 
undulating plains consistent with the Victorian Volcanic Plain bioregion.  The land typically slopes 
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towards the east draining into the lowlands of Hospital Swamps and the extended Lower Barwon 
Wetlands which are within the Otway Plain bioregion. 
 
Native vegetation has largely been cleared and is highly modified, with the majority of extant native 
vegetation consisting of scattered trees or patches associated with roadsides or waterways and 
floodplains.  Vegetation within the wider area is generally comprised of woodland, wetland 
vegetation and grassland (Ecology Australia 2006).  Based upon the vegetation mapping by SMEC 
(2009), there are no native vegetation patches within the channel site, and the area is likely to be 
dominated by introduced pasture species. 
 
3.3 (d) Outstanding natural features 

There are no outstanding features within the study area. 
 
3.3 (e) Remnant native vegetation 

 
The ACEP detailed flora and fauna assessment (SMEC 2009) identified two remnant patches of 
Coastal Saltmarsh (EVC 9) adjacent to the channel site. 
 
Modified patches of Plains Grassland (EVC 125) (not EPBC Act listed) were also identified within 
Amendment C301 at 892-990 Barwon Heads Road (Ecology and Heritage Partners 2015a). 
 
3.3 (f)   Gradient (or depth range if action is to be taken in a marine area) 
 
The topography of the channel area is generally flat with a gentle slope towards the lowlands east of 
the study area. 
 
3.3 (g) Current state of the environment 
Include information about the extent of erosion, whether the area is infested with weeds or feral animals and whether the 
area is covered by native vegetation or crops. 
The site is current used for agriculture (grazing) and there are no major land management issues 
present.  Weeds infestations are likely to consist of pasture grass species and there is likely to be 
only low pest animal activity. 
 
3.3 (h) Commonwealth Heritage Places or other places recognised as having heritage values 

There are no Commonwealth Heritage Places or other significant heritage areas present within the 
site of the proposed action. 
 
3.3 (i) Indigenous heritage values 

 
Numerous assessments have been undertaken in relation to cultural heritage values within the 
ACUGA (Ecology and Heritage Partners 2015b).  The area around the proposed channel does not 
contain an area of Cultural Heritage Sensitivity as described by the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 
2007; however numerous Aboriginal Places have previously been recorded in adjacent areas.  A 
desktop assessment of the Amendment C301 area (Ecology and Heritage Partners 2015b) concluded 
that: 

 Aboriginal cultural heritage may be found in lands within 500 m of Armstrong Creek. Such sites 
may be found in creek bank landforms, but may also be found on flat open floodplain landforms 
in close proximity to the creek.  

 Higher density sites may be found along the margins of the floodplain, either on slightly elevated 
landforms or along the margins of former swamp systems. 

 Lower density sites may be found almost anywhere in the region, including on the floodplain 
itself. 
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3.3 (j) Other important or unique values of the environment 
Describe any other key features of the environment affected by, or in proximity to the proposed action (for example, any 
national parks, conservation reserves, wetlands of national significance etc).  
 
The broader lower Barwon River and Lake Connewarre area contains a wetland of international 
significance and contains habitat from numerous rare and threatened species of national and State 
significance.  
 
3.3 (k) Tenure of the action area (eg freehold, leasehold) 

 
Freehold 
 
3.3 (l) Existing land/marine uses of area 

 
The channel area is currently used for agriculture (grazing). 
 
3.3 (m)  Any proposed land/marine uses of area 

 
The channel area is currently zoned Urban Growth Zone and is intended to be developed as part of 
the ACUGA.
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4 Measures to avoid or reduce impacts 
 
Note: If you have identified alternatives in relation to location, time frames or activities for the proposed action at Section 
2.3 you will need to complete this section in relation to each of the alternatives identified. 
 
Provide a description of measures that will be implemented to avoid, reduce, manage or offset any relevant impacts of the 
action. Include, if appropriate, any relevant reports or technical advice relating to the feasibility and effectiveness of the 
proposed measures.  
 
For any measures intended to avoid or mitigate significant impacts on matters protected under the EPBC Act, specify: 
 what the measure is, 
 how the measure is expected to be effective, and 
 the time frame or workplan for the measure.  
 
Examples of relevant measures to avoid or reduce impacts may include the timing of works, avoidance of important habitat, 
specific design measures, or adoption of specific work practices.  
 
Provide information about the level of commitment by the person proposing to take the action to implement the proposed 
mitigation measures. For example, if the measures are preliminary suggestions only that have not been fully researched, or 
are dependent on a third party’s agreement (e.g. council or landowner), you should state that, that is the case. 
 
Note, the Australian Government Environment Minister may decide that a proposed action is not likely to have significant 
impacts on a protected matter, as long as the action is taken in a particular manner (section 77A of the EPBC Act).  The 
particular manner of taking the action may avoid or reduce certain impacts, in such a way that those impacts will not be 
‘significant’.  More detail is provided on the Department’s web site. 
 
For the Minister to make such a decision (under section 77A), the proposed measures to avoid or reduce impacts must:  
 clearly form part of the referred action (eg be identified in the referral and fall within the responsibility of the person 

proposing to take the action),  
 be must be clear, unambiguous, and provide certainty in relation to reducing or avoiding impacts on the matters 

protected, and  
 must be realistic and practical in terms of reporting, auditing and enforcement.  
 
More general commitments (eg preparation of management plans or monitoring) and measures aimed at providing 
environmental offsets, compensation or off-site benefits CANNOT be taken into account in making the initial decision about 
whether the proposal is likely to have a significant impact on a matter protected under the EPBC Act.  (But those 
commitments may be relevant at the later assessment and approval stages, including the appropriate level of assessment, 
if your proposal proceeds to these stages).  
 
The design of the channel aims to avoid any impacts to the EPBC Act listed ecological community.  
Details relating to construction works have not been fully developed however, the primary focus of 
the design has been on avoiding all ecological impacts and the construction of the channel will follow 
this position. 
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5 Conclusion on the likelihood of significant impacts  
Identify whether or not you believe the action is a controlled action (ie. whether you think that significant impacts on the 
matters protected under Part 3 of the EPBC Act are likely) and the reasons why.  
 

5.1 Do you THINK your proposed action is a controlled action?  

 No, complete section 5.2 

 Yes, complete section 5.3 

 
 
 

5.2 Proposed action IS NOT a controlled action. 
Specify the key reasons why you think the proposed action is NOT LIKELY to have significant impacts on a matter protected 
under the EPBC Act. 
 
During the preparation of the Horseshoe Bend and ACEP Precinct Structure Plans, developers and 
consultants worked closely with Council and the Corangamite CMA to manage ‘substantial and 
measurable changes’ to the hydrological regime and water quality of the Ramsar listed wetlands. The 
Precinct Structure Plans maintained the existing flow rates of Armstrong Creek so that there would 
be no ‘substantial or measurable change’ to the hydrological regime. Migratory species are unlikely to 
be impacted as the hydrological regime is being maintained and new water retention basins and 
wetlands are being created to supplement available habitat for these species.  
 
The proposed bypass channel delivers the link from the ACEP (Armstrong Creek wetlands) to the 
Sparrovale Wetlands, to resolve all issues related to impacts of increase urban runoff from the entire 
Armstrong Creek urban area on the LCC, including Hospital Swamps, especially during the 
summer/autumn periods (Craigie 2015). 
 
Based on the proposed design for the channel (SMEC 2015) and the surface water management 
strategy for the site (Craigie 2015), the internationally significant wetlands of the Hospital Swamps 
and the nationally significant ecological community Subtropical and Temperate Coastal Saltmarsh will 
not be impacted as part of the development.   
 
The proposed development is committed to retaining all areas that contain, or have a low likelihood 
of supporting matters of National Environmental Significance and it is considered likely that approval 
under the EBPC Act is not required in this instance.  However, the proponents have volunteered to 
make this referral as a non-controlled action to ensure compliance with the EPBC Act and the 
Commonwealth Government.  
 
 

5.3 Proposed action IS a controlled action  
Type ‘x’ in the box for the matter(s) protected under the EPBC Act that you think are likely to be significantly impacted. 
(The ‘sections’ identified below are the relevant sections of the EPBC Act.) 
 
 Matters likely to be impacted 

 World Heritage values (sections 12 and 15A) 

 National Heritage places (sections 15B and 15C) 

 Wetlands of international importance (sections 16 and 17B) 

 Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A) 

 Listed migratory species (sections 20 and 20A) 

 Protection of the environment from nuclear actions (sections 21 and 22A) 
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 Commonwealth marine environment (sections 23 and 24A) 

 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (sections 24B and 24C) 

 A water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development 
(sections 24D and 24E) 

 Protection of the environment from actions involving Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A) 

 Protection of the environment from Commonwealth actions (section 28) 

 Commonwealth Heritage places overseas (sections 27B and 27C) 

 
Specify the key reasons why you think the proposed action is likely to have a significant adverse impact on the matters 
identified above. 
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6 Environmental record of the responsible party 
NOTE: If a decision is made that a proposal needs approval under the EPBC Act, the Environment Minister will also decide 
the assessment approach. The EPBC Regulations provide for the environmental history of the party proposing to take the 
action to be taken into account when deciding the assessment approach.   
 
  Yes No 
6.1 Does the party taking the action have a satisfactory record of responsible 

environmental management? 

 

  

 Provide details 

The Warralily Estate development was the first project in Geelong to be 
awarded EnviroDevelopment certification under the UDIA’s nationally 

recognised standards and has been recognised for the following elements: 
Ecosystems, Waste, Water and Community. 
 
The development has also been recognised by the Geelong Chamber of 
Commerce for its environmental management and has an exemplary working 
relationship with the City of Greater Geelong (Environment, Engineering and 
Planning teams) with the delivery of the Warralily Estate. 
 
 

6.2 Has either (a) the party proposing to take the action, or (b) if a permit has been 
applied for in relation to the action, the person making the application - ever been 
subject to any proceedings under a Commonwealth, State or Territory law for the 
protection of the environment or the conservation and sustainable use of natural 
resources? 

 
 

 
 

 If yes, provide details 

 
 
 

6.3 If the party taking the action is a corporation, will the action be taken in accordance 
with the corporation’s environmental policy and planning framework? 

 

  
 If yes, provide details of environmental policy and planning framework 

 
As a minimum, the proponents address all aspects of statutory controls and 
complied with additional standards under the EnviroDevelopment certification. 
 

6.4 Has the party taking the action previously referred an action under the EPBC Act, or 
been responsible for undertaking an action referred under the EPBC Act? 

 
  

 Provide name of proposal and EPBC reference number (if known) 
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7 Information sources and attachments 
(For the information provided above) 
 

7.1 References 
 List the references used in preparing the referral. 
 Highlight documents that are available to the public, including web references if relevant. 
 
CCMA, 2015.  Draft Seasonal Watering Proposal for the Lower Barwon Wetlands 2015-16.  Report 
prepared by the Corangamite Catchment Management Authority.  Available online at 
www.ccma.vic.gov.au/admin/file/content2/c7/B%20-%20Draft%20Wetlands%20SWP%202014-
15%20-%20Draft%20for%20Release%20 final .pdf 
 
City of Greater Geelong, 2014.  Horseshoe Bend Precinct Structure Plan.  Plan prepared by the City 
of Greater Geelong. (Attachment 3 – Sparrovale Wetlands plan from PSP document).  PSP is 
available online 
www.geelongaustralia.com.au/armstrongcreek/precincts/article/item/8cfbe2a26a4a881.aspx 
 
Condina & Craigie, 2014.  An assessment of the sustainability of the proposed Sparrovale wetlands 
and assessment of the associated social, economic and environmental risks.  Report prepared for the 
City of Greater Geelong (Attachment 7) 
 
Craigie, N.M., 2015.  Amendment C301 City of Greater Geelong Planning Scheme, Armstrong Creek 
East Precinct – Stormwater Management Strategy.  Report prepared for Newland Developers Pty Ltd 
(Attachment 8) 
 
Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd, 2015a. Biodiversity Assessment, 892-990 Barwon Heads 
Road, Armstrong Creek.  Report prepared for CGM Land Pty Ltd (Attachment 6) 
 
Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd, 2015b.  Cultural Heritage Letter of Advice for proposed 
rezoning and subsequent subdivision at 892-990 Barwon Heads Road, Armstrong Creek, Victoria. 
Report prepared for CGM Land Pty Ltd (Attachment 9) 
 
Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd 2015c.  Figure 1 – EPBC Referral Submission.  Figure prepared 
for the EPBC referral (Attachment 1). 
 
Ecology Australia 2006.  Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Plan.  Technical Report: Flora and Fauna.  
Report prepared for the City of Greater Geelong (Attachment 4) 
 
SMEC 2009.  Detailed Ecological Assessment, Armstrong Creek East Precinct.  Report prepared for 
the City of Greater Geelong (Attachment 5) 
 
SMEC 2010.  Armstrong Creek East Precinct – Native Vegetation Precinct Plan.  Prepared for the City 
of Greater Geelong (Attachment 10) 
 
SMEC 2015.  Warralily – East Precinct Sparrovale Outfall.  Technical design prepared for Newland 
Develops Pty Ltd (Attachment 2) 
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7.2 Reliability and date of information 
For information in section 3 specify: 
 source of the information; 
 how recent the information is; 
 how the reliability of the information was tested; and 
 any uncertainties in the information. 
 
Numerous technical assessments have been undertaken by a range of specialist consultants within 
the ACUGA on behalf of the City of Greater Geelong and individual developers and land managers 
within the growth area since 2006.  Assessments range from those with a broad ACUGA focus to 
more specific assessments on individual Precincts within the ACUGA (specifically the ACEP and 
Horseshoe Bend Precinct) and individual properties within the Precincts and adjacent areas 
(specifically the Warralily Estate).   
The information presented in this referral has been collated from specialist flora and fauna 
assessments, surface water management strategies, detailed technical designs, precinct structure 
plans and relevant asset management plans prepared predominantly in 2014 and 2015 (see 
references above).  
 

7.3 Attachments 
Indicate the documents you have attached. All attachments must be less than three megabytes (3mb) so they can be 
published on the Department’s website.  Attachments larger than three megabytes (3mb) may delay the processing of your 
referral. 
 
 
   

attached Title of attachment(s) 
You must attach 

 

figures, maps or aerial photographs 
showing the project locality (section 1) 

 

 

Attachment 1 - Figure 1 
EPBC Referral 
Submission GIS file delineating the boundary of the 

referral area (section 1) 

 figures, maps or aerial photographs 
showing the location of the project in 
respect to any matters of national 
environmental significance or important 
features of the environments (section 3) 

 Attachment 2 - 
Warralily East Precinct 
Outfall Plan 
 
Attachment 3 - 
Sparrovale Wetlands 
Plan 

If relevant, attach 

 
copies of any state or local government 
approvals and consent conditions (section 
2.5) 

  

 copies of any completed assessments to 
meet state or local government approvals 
and outcomes of public consultations, if 
available (section 2.6) 

 Horseshoe Bend 
Precinct Structure Plan 
(CoGG 2014) - online 
 
Attachment 10 – 
Armstrong Creek East 
Native Vegetation 
Precinct Plan (SMEC 
2009) 

 copies of any flora and fauna investigations 
and surveys (section 3)  

 Attachment 4 – 
Armstrong Creek Urban 
Growth Plan Flora and 
Fauna Assessment  
(Ecology Australia 
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2006) 
 
Attachment 5 – 
Detailed Ecological 
Assessment Armstrong 
Creek East Precinct 
(SMEC 2009) 
 
Attachment 6 – 
Biodiversity 
Assessment, 892-990 
Barwon Heads Road, 
Armstrong Creek (EHP 
2015)  

 technical reports relevant to the 
assessment of impacts on protected 
matters that support the arguments and 
conclusions in the referral (section 3 and 4) 

 Attachment 7 – An 
assessment of the 
sustainability of the 
proposed Sparrovale 
wetlands and 
assessment of the 
associated social, 
economic and 
environmental risks 
(Condina & Craigie 
2014) 
 
Attachment 8 -  
Amendment C301 
Stormwater 
Management Strategy 
(Craigie 2015) 
 
Draft Seasonal 
Watering Proposal for 
the Lower Barwon 
Wetlands 2015-16 
(CCMA 2015) - online 
 

 report(s) on any public consultations 
undertaken, including with Indigenous 
stakeholders (section 3) 

 Attachment 9 – Cultural 
Heritage Letter of 
Advice for proposed 
rezoning and 
subsequent subdivision 
at 892-990 Barwon 
Heads Road, Armstrong 
Creek, Victoria (EHP 
2015) 
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8 Contacts, signatures and declarations 
NOTE: Providing false or misleading information is an offence punishable on conviction by imprisonment and fine (s 489, 
EPBC Act).  
 
Under the EPBC Act a referral can only be made by: 
 the person proposing to take the action (which can include a person acting on their behalf); or 
 a Commonwealth, state or territory government, or agency that is aware of a proposal by a person to take an action, 

and that has administrative responsibilities relating to the action1. 
 
 Project title:  

8.1 Person proposing to take action  
 

 1. Name and Title: 

 
Matthew Fleischmann – Project Manager 

 2. Organisation (if 
applicable): 

 
CGM Land Pty Ltd 

 3. EPBC Referral Number 
(if known): 

 

 4: ACN / ABN (if 
applicable): 

ACN – 128 508 752 

 5. Postal address: 501 Blackburn Road, Mount Waverley VIC 3149 

 6. Telephone: 0418 276 726 

 7. Email: matthewfleischmann@newland.com.au 

  
 

 
 8. Name of designated 

proponent (if not the 
same person at item 1 

above and if applicable): 
N/A 

 9. ACN/ABN of 
designated proponent (if 

not the same person 
named at item 1 above): 

N/A 

 
 

COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU QUALIFY FOR EXEMPTION FROM THE 
FEE(S) THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE PAYABLE 

 
 

I qualify for exemption 
from fees under section 

520(4C)(e)(v) of the 
EPBC Act because I am: 

 

□           an individual; OR 

 

□           a small business entity (within the meaning given by section 328-110 (other than               
subsection 328-119(4)) of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997); OR 

 

□           not applicable. 

 
 If you are small business 

entity you must provide 
the Date/Income Year 

that you became a small 
business entity:  

 

 

                                            
1 If the proposed action is to be taken by a Commonwealth, state or territory government or agency, section 8.1 of this form should be 
completed. However, if the government or agency is aware of, and has administrative responsibilities relating to, a proposed action that is 
to be taken by another person which has not otherwise been referred, please contact the Referrals Gateway (1800 803 772) to obtain an 
alternative contacts, signatures and declarations page. 
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Note: You must advise the Department within 10 business days if you cease to 
be a small business entity. Failure to notify the Secretary of this is an offence 
punishable on conviction by a fine (regulation 5.23B(3) Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Regulations 2000 (Cth)).  

 
 

 COMPLETE THIS SECTION ONLY IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO APPLY FOR A WAIVER 

 
 I would like to apply for a 

waiver of full or partial 
fees under Schedule 1, 

5.21A of the EPBC 
Regulations. Under sub 

regulation 5.21A(5), you 
must include information 

about the applicant (if 
not you) the grounds on 

which the waiver is 
sought and the reasons 
why it should be made: 

□           not applicable. 

  

 

Declaration 

I declare that to the best of my knowledge the information I have given on, or attached 
to this form is complete, current and correct. 
I understand that giving false or misleading information is a serious offence. 
I agree to be the proponent for this action. 
I declare that I am not taking the action on behalf of or for the benefit of any other 
person or entity. 
 

 

Signature 

 

 
 

Date 28/08/2015 

 

8.2 Person preparing the referral information (if different from 8.1) 
Individual or organisation who has prepared the information contained in this referral form. 

 Name Robyn Giles 

 Title Senior Botanist 

 Organisation Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd 

 ACN / ABN (if applicable) 111 427 920 / 65 685 233 760 

 Postal address 230 Latrobe Terrace, Geelong West VIC 3218 

 Telephone 0430 506 690 

 Email rgiles@ehpartners.com.au 

  
 

 
 

Declaration 
I declare that to the best of my knowledge the information I have given on, or attached 
to this form is complete, current and correct. 
I understand that giving false or misleading information is a serious offence. 

 

Signature 

 

 
 

Date 28/08/2015 
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REFERRAL CHECKLIST 
NOTE: This checklist is to help ensure that all the relevant referral information has been provided. It is not a part of the 
referral form and does not need to be sent to the Department. 
 
HAVE YOU:  

 Completed all required sections of the referral form? 

 Included accurate coordinates (to allow the location of the proposed action to be 
mapped)? 

 Provided a map showing the location and approximate boundaries of the project 
area? 

 Provided a map/plan showing the location of the action in relation to any matters 
of NES? 

 Provided a digital file (preferably ArcGIS shapefile, refer to guidelines at 
Attachment A) delineating the boundaries of the referral area? 

 Provided complete contact details and signed the form?  

 Provided copies of any documents referenced in the referral form? 

 Ensured that all attachments are less than three megabytes (3mb)? 

 Sent the referral to the Department (electronic and hard copy preferred)? 
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Attachment A 

 
Geographic Information System (GIS) data supply guidelines  
 

If the area is less than 5 hectares, provide the location as a point layer. If the area greater than         
5 hectares, please provide as a polygon layer. If the proposed action is linear (eg. a road or pipline) 
please provide a polyline layer. 
 
GIS data needs to be provided to the Department in the following manner:  

 Point, Line or Polygon data types: ESRI file geodatabase feature class (preferred) or as an 
ESRI shapefile (.shp) zipped and attached with appropriate title 

 Raster data types: Raw satellite imagery should be supplied in the vendor specific format.  
 Projection as GDA94 coordinate system. 

 
Processed products should be provided as follows:  

 For data, uncompressed or lossless compressed formats is required - GeoTIFF or Imagine 
IMG is the first preference, then JPEG2000 lossless and other simple binary+header 
formats (ERS, ENVI or BIL).  

 For natural/false/pseudo colour RGB imagery:  
o If the imagery is already mosaiced and is ready for display then lossy compression 

is suitable (JPEG2000 lossy/ECW/MrSID). Prefer 10% compression, up to 20% is 
acceptable.  

o If the imagery requires any sort of processing prior to display (i.e. 
mosaicing/colour balancing/etc) then an uncompressed or lossless compressed 
format is required.  

 
Metadata or ‘information about data’ will be produced for all spatial data and will be compliant with 
ANZLIC Metadata Profile. (http://www.anzlic.org.au/policies guidelines#guidelines).  
 
The Department’s preferred method is using ANZMet Lite, however the Department’s Service 
Provider may use any compliant system to generate metadata. 
 
All data will be provide under a Creative Commons license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/au/) 
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If you could kindly confirm reciept of this information when received.  

 

Regards 

 

 

Sarah Shortall | Development Manager | APD Projects 

sarah@apdprojects.com.au | T 03 9804 5885 | M 0410 280 973 | apdprojects.com.au 

Level 3, 468 St Kilda Road, Melbourne VIC 3004 

 

 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information within this electronic mail is privileged and confidential, intended only for use of the individual or entity named. If you are not the intended 

recipient, any dissemination, copying or use of the information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please delete it immediately from your system and 

inform us by email brad@apdprojects.com.au  We use virus checking software but we cannot warrant that this email is error or virus free. 

 
� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
 

 

Message protected by MailGuard: e-mail anti-virus, anti-spam and content filtering. 
http://www.mailguard.com.au 
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Executive Summary 

(i) Summary 

Greater Geelong Planning Scheme Amendments C357 and C360 (the Amendments)  propose 
to apply the Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO) to land within the Horseshoe Bend Precinct 
(HBP) of the Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Area, to facilitate the construction and 
commissioning of stormwater management infrastructure.  Key issues raised in submissions 
included: 

 strategic justification for the proposed PAO 

 amount of land proposed to be acquired 

 alignment of the proposed PAO boundary and alternative options 

 flooding 

 safety due to future public access in the area to be acquired.   

There were several supporting submissions in respect of the Amendments.  Supporting 
submissions were received from landowners in the HBP as well as the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning.   

Council submitted it is critical that the Amendments sites be acquired in order that 
development may continue. Council submitted that development within the relevant parcels 
of the HBP is nearing the development ‘ceiling’ identified in the Storm Water Management 
Strategy (SWMS).  Without the PAO and commissioning of the wetlands, then future 
development would be restricted.    

It is clear to the Panel that the Sparrovale Wetland is an inextricable part of the drainage 
scheme for the HBP.  It is enshrined in previously approved Amendment processes in a 
Precinct Structure Plan and Development Contributions Plan. 

Council is to be commended on bringing to fruition 10 years of robust strategic planning for 
the Horseshoe Bend Precinct.  The Panel accepts the evidence presented and concludes that 
the extent of the PAO is justified given the particular topography and hydrology of both the 
proposed overland flow path and the Sparrovale and Cold Winds properties.  

The adopted drainage strategy and application of the PAO will protect the ecological 
conditions of the Hospital Swamps and Sparrovale Farm wetlands.  Evidence presented 
outlined how this would benefit the adjacent Ramsar wetland.  

Submitters raised issues relating to acquisition impacts.  The Panel agrees with the 
submissions of Council that the objectives in acquiring the sites is clearly sound.   The Panel 
concludes whichever property Council chooses, the submission will always be that the owner 
will not be able to achieve the prospective development potential of their land.   

On matters of compensation the Panel notes that the owners will be compensated according 
to the community standards set out in the relevant legislation.  It is beyond the scope of this 
Panel to comment on obligations and procedures under the Land Compensation and 
Acquisition Act 1986.   

Submitters raised alternative options during the Hearing such as realignment of boundaries 
and more underground piping.  Other than Council, no other parties called expert evidence 
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on this aspect.  It is not the Panel’s role to interrogate alternatives.  The Panel is appointed 
to determine the strategic merit of the proposed application of the PAO before it, and 
whether it can deliver the drainage and environmental initiatives proposed by Council.   

Several submitters raised concerns with the effects of downstream flooding on their 
properties due to the interim works that had taken place.  Council acknowledged these 
issues and reiterated the need to implement the full scheme under the PAO would assist in 
mitigating these issues.  

The Panel concludes that Council has provided more than adequate strategic and practical 
justification for the application of the PAO and the Amendments.  To the extent that there 
may be some question about the precise area of land which is ultimately required, the Panel 
agrees there are more detailed designs to follow, and the extent of land may be reduced. 
Council submitted it may be possible to make some adjustments to the ultimate boundary.   

The Amendment is sound and should be supported as exhibited.  

(ii) Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends that Greater Geelong 
Planning Scheme Amendments C357 and C360 be adopted as exhibited.  

(iii) Further recommendations 

The Panel makes the following further recommendations:   

 The alignment of the waterway through properties affected by C360 
should be designed within the affected properties to generally follow 
the alignment of the existing property boundaries and the extent of any 
land ultimately required should be minimised. 

 The Council and the developers of the Horseshoe Bend Precinct should 
implement appropriate interim measures to minimise flooding risks for 
the downstream properties while the final stormwater infrastructure is 
being constructed. 
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Figure 1 outlines the Amendment C357 area. 

Figure 1 The Subject site – Amendment C357 
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Figure 2 The Subject site – Amendment C360 

 

Council submitted that the dwellings and associated outbuildings on the Amendment C360 
sites would sit outside the extent of the proposed PAO, however, some sheds on the 619 – 
639 Boundary Road site would be within the PAO.  The existing access arrangements for 
these properties would not be disturbed.   

 

1.2 Panel process 

Council and the Panel discussed the grouping of the Amendments and agreement was 
reached that the Panel hear and consider both Amendments as part of one Hearing process.  
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The Growth Area is anticipated to provide housing for some 54,000 people, 
together with a major (sub-regional) town centre, a number of neighbourhood 
and local activity centres and two substantial employment areas.   

An overview of how planning for the Growth Area has been progressed and 
implemented into the Scheme is outlined below, with a particular focus on the 
key issues as they relate to the matters before this Panel.   

1.5 Issues dealt with in this report 

The Panel considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment; as well as further submissions, evidence and other material presented to it 
during the Hearing, and observations from site visits.   

The Panel has reviewed a large volume of material.  The Panel has had to be selective in 
referring to the more relevant or determinative material in the report.  All submissions and 
materials have been considered by the Panel in reaching its conclusions, regardless of 
whether they are specifically mentioned in the report. 

This report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

 Planning context 

 Are the PAOs strategically justified?  

 Drainage, flooding and environmental issues.  
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2 Planning context 

Council provided a response to the Strategic Assessment Guidelines as part of the 
Explanatory Report. 

The Panel has reviewed Council’s response and the policy context of the Amendment, and 
has made a brief appraisal of the relevant zone and overlay controls and other relevant 
planning strategies. 

2.1 Policy framework 

(i) State Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted that the Amendment is supported by the following clauses in the SPPF: 

Clause 11.02-1 (Supply of Urban Land) is relevant in that the Amendments will ensure that 
the HBP continues to provide residential, commercial, retail, recreational and community 
land to meet supply requirements for an estimated 25 years.   

Clause 11.02-4 (Sequencing of development), is relevant in that the Amendments will assist 
in the timely provision of key infrastructure for the management of stormwater for the HBP 
area.    

Clause 11.09-4 (Environmental assets), which relates specifically to the Geelong G21 region, 
includes strategies to:  

 protect, restore and enhance the quality of land and marine areas, waterways, 
biodiversity and soils; and 

 maintain and protect the region’s natural assets, including the region’s parks and 
reserves.   

Clause 12 (Environmental and Landscape Values) provides that planning should help to 
protect the health of ecological systems and the biodiversity they support (including 
ecosystems, habitats, species and genetic diversity) and conserve areas with identified 
environmental and landscape values.   

Clause 12.01-1 (Protection of biodiversity) provides that planning strategies should be 
adopted to protect the biodiversity and minimise impacts, including cumulative impacts of 
land use and development on Victoria’s biodiversity. 

Clause 13.02-1 (Floodplain management) which seeks to assist with the protection of: 

 life, property and community infrastructure from flood hazard; 

 the natural flood carrying capacity of rivers, streams and floodways; 

 the flood storage function of floodplains and waterways; 

 floodplain areas of environmental significance or of importance to river health. 

Clause 13.02-1 outlines several strategies, to achieve the above listed objectives.  These 
include avoiding the intensifying impacts of flooding through inappropriately located uses 
and developments.  Council considered that the Amendments respond to this strategy 
through implementation of the SWMS, which will inform the provision of the main drainage 
infrastructure for the HBP.  
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Clause 14.02-1 (Catchment planning and management), seeks to assist the protection and, 
where possible, restoration of catchments, waterways, water bodies, groundwater and the 
marine environment is also relevant.  

Clause 19 (Infrastructure) is relevant in that the Amendments are costed into the HBP 
Development Contributions Plan and will ensure that stormwater entering wetlands and 
estuaries does not have a detrimental effect on the environment (Clause 19.03-3).   

(ii) Local Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted that the Amendment supports the following local planning objectives: 

 Clause 21.05 – Natural Environment  

 Clause 21.05-3 – Biodiversity  

 Clause 21.08-2 – Open Space  

 Clause 21.11 – Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Area 

(iii) Other planning strategies or policies used in formulating the Amendment 

 Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Plan (2008)  

 Barwon River Parklands Strategy (2011) 

 G21 Regional Growth Implementation Plan (2013) 

 Horseshoe Bend Precinct Structure Plan, Development Contribution Plan (2014) 

 Horseshoe Bend Native Vegetation Protection Plan (2014) 

2.2 Planning scheme provisions 

(i) Zones 

The land affected by the PAO falls within a combination of the Urban Growth Zone (C360 
land) and Farming Zone (C357).  

(ii) Overlays 

The Sparrovale and Cold Winds sites are subject to the Environmental Significance Overlay 
Schedule 2.  The ESO2 relates to ‘High Value Wetlands and Associated Habitat Protection’.   

Bellarine Ramsar Site 

Council submitted that Amendment C357 is consistent with the statement of environmental 
significance set out in ESO2 and in particular noting that the sites are directly adjacent to the 
Bellarine Ramsar Site.  ESO2 notes that the Ramsar Site: 

…provide important habitat for migratory birds, waterfowl and endangered 
species and sustain significant proportions of the Australian populations of 
these species.  They are also remnants of wetland types that were once much 
more extensive in the Geelong region and elsewhere in Victoria, contain a high 
diversity of plant and animal species and conserve the genetic diversity of 
particular species.2   

                                                      
2
 Council Part A Statement: pg. 42 
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(iii) Particular provisions 

Clause 56.07-4 – urban runoff management objectives) to limit downstream impacts to pre-
development flows is particularly relevant in justifying the application of the PAO.  

2.3 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

(i) Ministerial Directions 

Council submitted that the Amendment meets the relevant requirements of the following 
Ministerial Directions:  

Ministerial Direction No 11 - Strategic Assessment of Amendments 

The Amendment is consistent with Ministerial Direction 11 (Strategic Assessment of 
Amendments) and Planning Practice Note 46 (Strategic Assessment Guidelines). 

Ministerial Direction No 15 – The Planning Scheme Amendment process 

The Amendment is consistent with this Ministerial Direction.  

The Form and Content of Planning Schemes (s7(5)) 

The Amendment is consistent with the Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of 
Planning Schemes under Section 7(5) of the Act. 

2.4 Discussion   

The Panel concludes that the Amendment is supported by, and implements, the relevant 
sections of the State and Local Planning Policy Framework, and is consistent with the 
relevant Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes.  Strategic justification of the Amendments 
is discussed in Chapter 3.   
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3 Are the Public Acquisition Overlays strategically 
justified? 

3.1 The issue 

The issue relates to whether or not the application of the PAO  is strategically justified.  

3.2 Evidence and submissions 

Ten submissions were received in respect of Amendment C357, including 3 objections; and 9 
submissions were received for Amendment C360, including 3 objections.  As noted in 1.3 of 
this report, two of the objections for Amendment C357 have been withdrawn prior to the 
hearing.  The remaining submission for Amendment C357 related to flooding and this is dealt 
with in Chapter 4.  

Key issues for Amendment C360 predominately related to the amount of land to be 
acquired, the alignment and location of the PAO and safety concerns.  At the Hearing, 
submitters also raised concerns with regards to compensation and acquisition issues.  

Council outlined how the Amendment is strategically justified against the State and Local 
Planning Policy Framework in Chapter 2.  In its Part B submission, Council submitted that the 
Amendments would realise the objectives of the Horseshoe Bend Precinct Structure Plan 
(PSP) and Development Contributions Plan (DCP) and facilitate: 

 the establishment of the Sparrovale Wetlands (C357) and the construction 
of associated drainage infrastructure (C357 and C360), which is critical to 
the continued development of the HBP; and 

 the creation of an associated environmental biodiversity conservation area 
as part of the broader Barwon River Parklands (C357).   

(i) Extent of the PAO (amount of land)  

Several submitters (Lim, O’Hara and Devlin) objecting to Amendment C360 questioned the 
extent of land required within the PAO.  Council submitted that the PAO boundary across 
these properties “has been dictated primarily by the retarding basin and stormwater 
infrastructure requirements identified by the SWMS.  The detailed design of this 
infrastructure was explored in the Cardno concept designs prepared for the C259 Panel.”   

Council submitted that Mr McCowan had looked at this issue in more detail and concluded 
that the land shown as subject to the Amendment C360 PAO is necessary to convey 
stormwater from the southern part of the HBP to the Sparrovale Wetland.  He noted that 
the PAO alignment generally aligns with modelled overland flow paths (Water Technology, 
2006).   

(ii) Alignment and location of the PAO (alternative options) 

Council submitted that alternative options were canvassed in detail and tested prior to the 
Amendment C259 panel process.  It explained that the Panel was provided with a significant 
volume of detail that goes to this.  It included evidence demonstrating that the SWMS had: 
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Evolved over the course of three years of analysis and refinement, was 
examined and tested through the Amendment C259 process.  It was placed on 
exhibition and all interested landowners and agencies were provided with the 
opportunity to comment.  Further, save for concerns regarding the costs of the 
10 year management plan, the Sparrovale Wetland concept was not 
challenged by any party before the C259 panel.  

Council submitted that its initial preference had then been to try and negotiate the purchase 
of the nominated properties, and only consider the application of the PAO if that failed.   

Several submitters, (Lim, O’Hara and Devlin) requested that alternative locations be 
considered.  Council argued that it was not the role of the Panel to make such 
considerations, as the location had been interrogated in Amendment C259, and others over 
a 10 year period.  It noted within this context the comments of the Panel in Wyndham 
Amendment C1273 when considering ‘alternative options’.  Wyndham C127 considered the 
application of a PAO in favour of Melbourne Water to facilitate drainage works.  The Panel 
concluded:  

The Panel is unable to determine whether or not one scheme is better than 
another.  The Panel needs to be satisfied that the proposed scheme is an 
appropriate one and that it has been adequately and conscientiously prepared 
by Melbourne Water.   

Nothing put to the Panel suggested that this was not the case.   

Similarly, the Panel in Maroondah Amendment C694  noted the following when considering 
its role in considering ‘alternatives’: 

In general terms, it will usually only be appropriate for the Panel to consider 
an amendment which has been exhibited, and the issues associated with that 
amendment.  The Panel’s role is not to consider alternative options.  However 
if the amendment is found to be inappropriate, or if it raises fundamental 
planning concerns that alternatives appear not to, the Panel may recommend 
that other options be looked at.  This is not a task that would be undertaken as 
part of the Panel hearing.   

Council acknowledged that it may be possible to adjust the ultimate boundary of the 
acquired area at the detailed design stage of the process, resulting in less land being 
acquired than that which is subject to the PAO.   

In these circumstances Council submitted that it is more appropriate to acquire the area 
proposed in Amendment C360 and compensate the landowners appropriately.   Council 
submitted that in any event, there are provisions in the Planning and Environment Act 1987 
(s107) to protect owners from the implications of this.    

Mr McCowan noted that the Amendment C360 PAO alignment provided opportunities to 
integrate remnant riparian vegetation into the design of the waterway environment.   

                                                      
3
 Wyndham C127 (PSA) [2011] PPV 123. 

4
  Maroondah C69 (PSA) [2011] PPV 1. 
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(iii) Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986 (LAC Act) 

During the course of the Hearing, several submitters raised general compensation issues.  
Council submitted that the role of the Panel, consistent with decisions of previous panels 
who have considered the application of the PAO, is to determine the strategic merit of the 
proposed application of the PAO and whether it can deliver the drainage and environmental 
initiatives being pursued by the Council.   

Those panels5 have consistently focused their attention on the key matters relevant to their 
expertise and jurisdiction.  That is, the strategic justification for the Amendment.  They have 
properly noted that it is not for panels to comment on obligations and procedures under the 
LAC Act.  

(iv) VicRoads 

The Panel had directed that prior to the Hearing, Council was to make contact with VicRoads 
to seek their input in respect of Amendment C360.  Council advised: 

A response was received on 5 September 2017.  VicRoads notes the abuttal of 
the existing (PAO3) and proposed (PAO12) overlays but does not raise any 
concerns.  Council is satisfied that the interface between the overlays can be 
resolved at the detailed design stage. 6  

3.3 Discussion 

With regard to the extent of the PAO, the Panel notes that in some places, the PAO 
boundary has been straightened to follow property boundaries.  It agrees with the 
methodology of Council that this is has been done in cases where following the precise 
alignment of the anticipated drainage infrastructure would have resulted in small, irregularly 
shaped residual parcels of land in private ownership that would have been severed and 
inaccessible from the balance of the land.   

Clearly negotiations have not been able to finalise the acquisition of the properties for their 
intended purpose.  The Panel agrees with the Council position that no alternatives to the 
SWMS drainage strategy have been put to this Panel, or indeed were put to the C259 panel 
for consideration.  

The Panel commends Council in attempting to resolve this without the need for a PAO.  
Ultimately, the matter has now come before the Panel and it should be supported. The 
amount of strategic rigour and background work for the implementation of the PAO, is in the 
Panel’s view, very good. 

3.4 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

                                                      
5
 See for example, Greater Dandenong C87 Panel Report (July 2008); Greater Shepparton C148 Panel Report 

(December 2011); Wangaratta C36 Panel Report (February 2012); Melton C109 Panel Report (March 2012); 
Casey C136, Frankston C76 and Dandenong C115 Panel Report (May 2012). 

6
 Document 4 
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 To the extent that there may be some question about the precise area of land 
which is ultimately required for a project, there are subsequent stages and 
milestones available whereby the area of land to be acquired can be reduced.   

 There are provisions in the legislation to protect owners from the implications of 
this.  The Planning and Environment Act 1987 s107 enables a landowner to claim 
compensation for the removal of a reservation over land.   

 The Panel notes that the owners will be compensated according to the community 
standards set out in the relevant legislation.  

 It is beyond the scope of this Panel to comment on obligations and procedures 
under the Land Compensation and Acquisition Act 1987.   

 Council has been careful to determine the area of land which it anticipates will be 
required for the public purpose.   

 The application of the PAO is required, warranted and strategically justified. 
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4 Drainage, Flooding and Environmental Issues 

4.1 The issue 

Drainage, flooding and environmental issues raised by submitters primarily related to the 
acquisition of land rather than piped easements through their properties and the alignment 
of the proposed drainage channel on their properties.  Objectors and submitters were 
concerned in relation to both current and potential future flooding issues related to the 
timing of upstream flood detention works and the interrelationship with the sensitive 
wetlands further to the east. 

4.2 Evidence and submissions 

Amendment C357 relates to a PAO for two large parcels of land (514 hectares) situated 
some distance to the east of the HBP.  These two parcels are currently used as degraded 
grazing land.  The purchase of these properties was included in the DCP, with the aim of 
rehabilitating them into a high-quality wetland to receive urban run-off.  They are proposed 
to be used as a freshwater wetland and stormwater detention system (Sparrovale Wetlands) 
to appropriately treat the increased volume and rate of flow of stormwater from the 
northern portion of the HBP prior to discharge into the Barwon River.   

They were identified in early hydraulic modelling (Water Technology - 2006 and Stormwater 
Management Strategy.  Neil Craigie - 2013) undertaken as part of the overall development of 
the Precinct Structure Plan and are in fact an integral part of the development, which limits 
the amount of residential development that can be undertaken in the HBP to 25 per cent of 
the final development, until such time as the Sparrovale Wetlands are developed. 

The Sparrovale Wetlands will provide a number of environmental benefits beyond those 
associated with the treatment and control of storm water from the future residential areas.  
These include protection of the adjacent Hospital Swamp and saline Ramsar wetlands from 
effects of increased freshwater inputs, extension of the Barwon River Parklands, 
maintenance of the significant biodiversity values of the Sparrovale and Ramsar sites, etc.   

Amendment C360 properties are situated between the HBP and the proposed Sparrovale 
Wetlands.  Currently drainage from the southern portion of the HBP drains through these 
properties in a small drainage channel to the proposed Sparrovale Wetlands.   

Due to the development of the HBP, the volume and rate of flow of stormwater through 
these properties will be considerably increased.  As a result, without significant works being 
undertaken on these properties the majority, if not all of the properties will be subject to 
frequent inundation during storm flows. 

(i) Drainage  

The only objection raised in relation to C357 relates to current flooding issues associated 
with storm water discharges from the early stage developments of the ID Land, Watermark 
Estate to the north-west of the Devlin property (submitter 1) and the potential for increased 
flooding when full development of the HBP is undertaken. 

In written submission to the Panel (document 9a), the submitter noted: 
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We have had a large increase into the amount of water coming from the 
Reserve road horseshoe bend Precinct , which is currently being pumped and 
dumped under the Barwon Heads Road onto farming land , down the hill again 
to us. 

Likewise, the Boundary Road Horseshoe bend development, has insufficient 
holding ponds that are being pumped under horseshoe bend road on to farm 
land and down the hill to us as well,, currently all the drains end up within less 
than 100m of our property. 

Figure 3 Flooding at Harriott Road7 

 

In relation to the long-term flooding impacts on the Devlin’s property, Council sought advice 
from Mr McCowan, the hydraulic modelling expert appointed to undertake a peer review of 
the modelling work associated with both C357 and C360. He provided the following 
response: 

The property and wider area is at risk of flooding from both the Barwon River 
and stormwater runoff (refer to attached map and 2006 study).  The 
stormwater flooding is a pre-development condition and is caused by overland 
flow from Barwon Heads Road and upstream catchment.  

I agree that unmitigated development would increase flood risk on the 
property however, the implementation of the proposed SWMS will alleviate 
risk to their property.  The proposed waterway corridor for C360 will convey 
the overland flow (including increased runoff from upstream development) to 

                                                      
7
 Document 9A 
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the Sparrovale Wetland and provide a greater level of protection to their 
property.  This should result in a significant reduction of flooding at the site. 

Submitters Pohl, O’Hara and Lim (3, 5 and 7) to Amendment C360 raised concerns on the 
loss of land associated with the PAO and land value due to the reduction in area of their 
property.  They submitted that in order to minimise the loss of land, all flows should be 
piped through their properties, and the alignment moved to follow, property boundaries, 
thus minimising the amount of land required.  

Submitter Lim also raised concerns in relation to the presence of a storage basin being 
situated on their land and advised that it should be situated on the other side of the Barwon 
Heads Road. 

Mr McCowan advised the Panel that the proposed alignment or the drainage waterway 
coincided with the existing drainage path through these properties.  He did, however, 
consider that there is potential for some realignment of the proposed waterway to more 
closely follow the property boundaries to be undertaken as part of the detailed design 
phase.  Ms O’Brien, on behalf of Council advised the panel that any reduced requirement for 
land under the PAO could be reversed by subsequent amendment. 

In relation to the use of piped system through these properties Mr McCowan advised that 
the use of a naturalised waterway is consistent with both the management of major storm 
water flows elsewhere in the HBP and with current good practice which seeks to provide a 
more natural approach to stormwater systems. He also stated that the proposed basin on 
the Lim land was required to enable flows to pass over the top of a Barwon Water outfall 
sewer, which crosses the site. 

Subsequent to his appearance at the Hearing, Mr McCowan provided the following advice 
through the Council: 

As described in our report, the intent is to establish a “naturalised” waterway 
environment, wherever possible.  In this respect, I note that the current 
alignment generally aligns with modelled overland flow paths (Water 
Technology, 2006).  This would provide opportunities to integrate remnant 
riparian vegetation into the design.   

The reliance on above ground drainage corridor also ensures the natural flood 
carrying capacity of the waterways is maintained and protected, as per Clause 
13.02-01 (Floodplain management) of the State Planning Policy Framework.  
An underground drainage arrangement may limit the conveyance capacity of 
the drainage infrastructure and will reduce the flood storage function of the 
floodplain. 

(ii) Environmental impacts / benefits  

Mr McMahon, on behalf of Council, dealt with the environmental impacts related to C357.  
These are summarised in his statement of expert evidence as: 

 improved water quality entering the Ramsar site. 

 Security provided to the existing on site values; enhancement of existing 
values through informed management; 
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 provision of a biodiversity-focused buffer to the adjoining Ramsar site; and 

 effective increase in patch size and connectivity for the Ramsar site. 

It was his evidence that: 

 The Sparrovale scheme also has the potential to provide habitat that is 
currently poorly represented in the Ramsar site and vastly depleted in the 
broader context, namely shallow freshwater wetlands.  The estimated 
extent of the wetland (220 ha) will represent a material contribution to this 
habitat type regionally. 

 Further, as climate change threatens coastal wetlands, with many 
predicted to transition to marine environments (Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning 2016), those less vulnerable and 
capable of maintaining freshwater to brackish conditions are likely to 
become increasingly important.  My understanding is that this could 
potentially apply to the Sparrovale wetlands. 

 In addition, these biodiversity games could have broader implications for 
amenity and landscape.  The Barwon River Parklands Strategy (2011) 
provides from an open space network of parks, trails and conservation 
areas along the Barwon River, from Buckley Falls in Geelong to the river 
mouth at Barwon Heads.  The Strategy currently refers to Sparrovale farm 
as an opportunity to expand public open space adjoining Lake Connewarra. 

Mr Geoff Brooks from DELWP appeared at the Hearing. He was also supportive of the 
amendments noting: 

Together, the stormwater management arrangements that are proposed for 
the land which is the subject of this amendment and C357 will provide a 
positive and effective response to past DELWP advocacy in respect of 
stormwater drainage impacts from Armstrong Creek Growth Area precincts on 
the Ramsar listed Lake Connewarre complex. 

The Panel notes that the full development of the Sparrovale Wetlands will also enable better 
protection and operational control of water flows into the adjacent Hospital Swamp to the 
south east of the Sparrovale site.  There is also potential to use the Sparrovale site to treat 
storm water from areas further south from the HBP.  

(iii) Timing  

In relation to the current increased flooding of the land adjacent to Submitter 1 (C357) 
property.  Mr Bartley on behalf of ID Land (submitter 10 for both Amendments) advised that 
they are currently in negotiation with the Council to enable temporary works to be 
undertaken to reduce the run-off to the Sparrovale Wetlands until such time as adjacent 
residentially zoned land has been developed.  He advised that currently Council is unwilling 
to authorise temporary works; requiring the final works to be undertaken only. 

As noted above, the HBP Development Plan requires the Sparrovale wetlands to be in place 
prior to development with in the HBP exceeding 25%.  The Panel was advised by both 
Council and the various developers who appeared at the Hearing that this limit is either 
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close to or has been reached.  As a result, it is considered imperative that the PAO proceed 
as expeditiously as possible. 

4.3 Discussion 

Based on the extensive strategic planning and modelling undertaken over many years, 
together with independent peer review of the results, the Panel is satisfied that the 
proposed works are both required and desirable to enable the further development of the 
HBP and to protect the properties affected by Amendment C360.   

Amendment C357 is considered essential for the further development of the HBP and 
indeed the Panel acknowledges that the development of the Sparrovale wetlands will not 
only meet the water quality requirements of the HBP, but will also provide regional 
environmental improvement through the protection of the Ramsar wetlands and potential 
augmentation of freshwater wetlands in the Barwon area. 

Based on the submissions, there appears to be a recently existing issue in relation to 
increase in stormwater flows to the east of the HBP due to the development of the early 
stages of the precinct.  Once Sparrovale wetlands are developed, and prior to final 
development of all infrastructure associated with the various stages of development of the 
land, there will be an increased potential for flooding of the land between the wetlands and 
the HBP.  This could have significant impact on the affected properties.    

While noting that the land is generally covered by an existing Floodway Overlay, the Panel is 
of the opinion that the Council needs to work with the developers to proactively stage 
mitigation works to minimise the temporary risk of increased flooding.   

The Panel appreciate the concerns of submitters who will lose some land due to having the 
drainage waterway crossing the rear of their properties.  The Panel are satisfied that the 
location of the waterway is appropriate as it is based on the existing drainage path and has 
been subject to extensive modelling to verify the size and nature of the works proposed. 

Based on the advice of both Mr McCowan and the Council, the Panel considers it 
appropriate that the route of the natural waterway be modified as part of the detailed 
design phase to minimise the land required to be acquired by “meandering” the waterway to 
follow the existing property boundaries where considered appropriate. 

The owners of the land affected by C360 will be compensated in accordance with the LAC 
Act .  As discussed in Chapter 3, matters of compensation are not issues for consideration by 
this Panel. 

In relation to the use of pipes in an easement in lieu of a naturalised waterway through 
acquired land the Panel notes that the owners will be appropriately compensated for the 
land, which will be used to provide a lower risk in relation to flow capacity while potentially 
serving as an environmentally enhanced linear access route for the public. 

Ms O’Hara (submitter 5) raised concerns in relation to potential public access along the 
waterway resulting in security issues along the rear of their property.  The Panel considers 
that, as part of any land acquisition, the provision of appropriate fencing between what will 
become a public asset and private land is an issue for detailed design and consideration 
between the parties.    
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4.4 Conclusion  

The Panel concludes that C357 and C360 are technically appropriate and urgently required 
to enable the further development of the Horseshoe Bend Precinct, and should be 
implemented as expeditiously as possible. 

4.5 Recommendations 

The Panel recommends that the Amendment be adopted, as exhibited.  

(i) Further recommendations 

 The alignment of the waterway through properties affected by C360 
should be designed within the affected properties to generally follow 
the alignment of the existing property boundaries and the extent of any 
land ultimately required should be minimised. 

 The Council and the developers of the Horseshoe Bend Precinct should 
implement appropriate interim measures to minimise flooding risks for 
the downstream properties while the final stormwater infrastructure is 
being constructed. 
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The pack contains the below information:  

 

EPBC Briefing Note 
Annexure 1 – Armstrong Creek Development Area Plan  
Annexure 2 – Proposed Diversion Channel Map and Referral Application 
Annexure 3 – Neil Craigie advice  
Annexure 4 – Decision on referral   
Annexure 5 – Panel Report Amendment C357 
Annexure 6 – Compliance Letter Lloyd Environmental Report  
 

If you could kindly confirm reciept of this information when received.  

 

Regards 

 

 

Sarah Shortall | Development Manager | APD Projects 

sarah@apdprojects.com.au | T 03 9804 5885 | M 0410 280 973 | apdprojects.com.au 

Level 3, 468 St Kilda Road, Melbourne VIC 3004 

 

 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information within this electronic mail is privileged and confidential, intended only for use of the individual or entity named. If you are not the intended 

recipient, any dissemination, copying or use of the information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please delete it immediately from your system and 

inform us by email brad@apdprojects.com.au  We use virus checking software but we cannot warrant that this email is error or virus free. 

 
� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
 

 

Message protected by MailGuard: e-mail anti-virus, anti-spam and content filtering. 
http://www.mailguard.com.au 
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Assessments & Governance Branch 
Environmental Standards Division  
Department of the Environment and Energy 
02 6274 @environment.gov.au   
 

 
 

From: Brad Paddon [mailto:brad@apdprojects.com.au]  

Sent: Thursday, 23 November 2017 11:26 AM 

To: @environment.gov.au>;  

@environment.gov.au>; @environment.gov.au> 

Cc: Sarah Shortall <sarah@apdprojects.com.au>; Andrew Hill <ahill@ehpartners.com.au>; Terry Natt 

<TNatt@geelongcity.vic.gov.au> 

Subject: EPBC Matter 2015/7553 Armstrong Creek Diversion Channel 

 

Good Morning  

 

Thanks again for making the time to meet, on what is clearly a complex matter. 

 

I have attached a brief set of minutes from our discussion on Tuesday.  Any clarifications please advise. 

 

I look forward to working with you and City of Greater Geelong in the months ahead to progress the application. 

 

 

Regards 

 

 

Brad Paddon | Director | APD Projects 

brad@apdprojects.com.au | T 03 9804 5885 | M 0409 968 049 | apdprojects.com.au 

Level 3, 468 St Kilda Road, Melbourne VIC 3004 

 

 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information within this electronic mail is privileged and confidential, intended only for use of the individual or entity named. If you are not the intended 

recipient, any dissemination, copying or use of the information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please delete it immediately from your system and 

inform us by email brad@apdprojects.com.au  We use virus checking software but we cannot warrant that this email is error or virus free. 

 
� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
 

 

 

Message protected by MailGuard: e-mail anti-virus, anti-spam and content filtering. 
http://www.mailguard.com.au 
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From: Brad Paddon
To: Cooper, Alex
Cc: Sarah Shortall; Andrew Hill; Terry Natt
Subject: RE: EPBC Matter 2015/7553 Armstrong Creek Diversion Channel - Lloyds Environmental Report

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Date: Tuesday, 5 December 2017 12:36:41 PM

Thanks  appreciated.
We are working CoGG and the consultant team on the further information.
Will be in touch again in the near future.
 
Regards
 

Brad Paddon | Director | APD Projects
brad@apdprojects.com.au | T 03 9804 5885 | M 0409 968 049 | apdprojects.com.au
Level 3, 468 St Kilda Road, Melbourne VIC 3004
 
 

Please note the APD office will close on Friday 22 December 2017 and re-open on Monday 8 January 2018.  The
Directors and staff of APD wish everyone a safe and happy festive season.
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information within this electronic mail is privileged and confidential, intended only for use of the individual or entity named. If you are
not the intended recipient, any dissemination, copying or use of the information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please delete
it immediately from your system and inform us by email brad@apdprojects com.au  We use virus checking software but we cannot warrant that this email is
error or virus free.

 
P Please consider the environment before printing this email

 
 
 

From: [mailto @environment.gov.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 5 December 2017 12:17 PM
To: Brad Paddon <brad@apdprojects.com.au>
Cc: Sarah Shortall <sarah@apdprojects.com.au>; Andrew Hill <ahill@ehpartners.com.au>; Terry
Natt <TNatt@geelongcity.vic.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>; 
@environment.gov.au>

Subject: EPBC Matter 2015/7553 Armstrong Creek Diversion Channel - Lloyds Environmental
Report [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
Good Afternoon Brad,
 
I have just received confirmation from our Compliance section that the Department is happy to
release the Lloyds Environmental report for use in the assessment package for EPBC 2015/7553.
Please note that the report was commissioned as part of the Department’s  compliance
enquiries. I have attached a copy of the report for your convenience.
 
Please accept my apologies for the delay in getting back to you on this matter.
 
If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Regards,

s22

s22
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s22
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From: Brad Paddon [mailto:brad@apdprojects.com.au] 
Sent: Thursday, 23 November 2017 11:26 AM
To: @environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>; @environment.gov.au>
Cc: Sarah Shortall <sarah@apdprojects.com.au>; Andrew Hill <ahill@ehpartners.com.au>; Terry
Natt <TNatt@geelongcity.vic.gov.au>
Subject: EPBC Matter 2015/7553 Armstrong Creek Diversion Channel
 
Good Morning 
 
Thanks again for making the time to meet, on what is clearly a complex matter.
 
I have attached a brief set of minutes from our discussion on Tuesday.  Any clarifications please
advise.
 
I look forward to working with you and City of Greater Geelong in the months ahead to progress
the application.
 
 
Regards
 

Brad Paddon | Director | APD Projects
brad@apdprojects.com.au | T 03 9804 5885 | M 0409 968 049 | apdprojects.com.au
Level 3, 468 St Kilda Road, Melbourne VIC 3004
 
 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information within this electronic mail is privileged and confidential, intended only for use of the individual or entity named. If you are
not the intended recipient, any dissemination, copying or use of the information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error please delete
it immediately from your system and inform us by email brad@apdprojects com.au  We use virus checking software but we cannot warrant that this email is
error or virus free.

 
P Please consider the environment before printing this email

 
 
 

Message protected by MailGuard: e-mail anti-virus, anti-spam and content filtering.
http://www.mailguard.com.au
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