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Details of Submission – How does this application directly affect you?

This application affects me in the following ways ---The land is not suitable for intensed farming, we
will have all the noise and smells blowing up our way. The water table is too high for massive tanks
to be put into the ground, and, if there is any accidents, the seawater will contaminate our water,
which our stock rely on for drinking.
Our enjoy fishing off the rocks, and walking along the Dutton Way, this monstrous building will be very
uninviting for this activity.
The acres and acres of black shade cloth will distract from the beauty of Dutton Way.It is the only
attractive entrance to Portland. I am sure tourism and whale watching would be more attractive than
150 acres of industrial factory.
The dust from the construction of this monstrous factory, will contaminate our water tanks, and, make
our water undrinkable.
Birds and vermin will be attracted to this factory, making all in all unpleasant for all residents.
The massive pipes going into the sea will disrupt the whale nursery and fishing along the coast, and,
the beach that is finally coming back.
There will be a disaster if any thing goes wrong, while digging under the rock wall.
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Date:

28-11-2018

Council is collecting the information on this form in accordance with the Planning and Environment Act 1987.
Council must make a copy of this objection available for any person to inspect free of charge under Section 51
of the Act. If you fail to provide this information the Glenelg Shire Council will not be able to advise you of any
consultation or decision making forums or the decision regarding this matter, but you may access this
information by contacting Council’s Planning Unit on 5522 2187.

November 28, 2018
RE: P18147 – Yumbah Nyamat proposal
To whom it may concern,
I am 100 per cent behind the proposed abalone farm development.
This project will create many jobs in a sustainable industry. It is positive growth for the shire and
gives someone like me the opportunity not to travel for work.
It is a diverse industry that has the potential to create many new career pathways.
Your sincerely,

Glenelg Shire
Cliff St, Portland, 3305
planning@glenelg.vic.gov.au
28.11.2018

Re: Yumbah Aquaculture (Application #P18147)
Lots 1 & 8, 315 Dutton Way Bolwarra 3305

To whom it may concern
As a resident that lives within 1km of the proposed site for the new abalone farm I
have been impressed with the level of interaction and consultation that Yumbah
aquaculture has taken with the community and those residing nearby. The plans and
submitted application are not only comprehensive and detailed but fit with
Portland’s current infrastructure and planning scheme.
Why I support this project:
• It will create much needed employment in town for a range of different skills
and abilities, from school leavers to experienced professionals.
• It will provide economic benefit to the community both during construction
and its ongoing operation.
• A sustainable industry for Portland’s future.
• Environmentally friendly, as shown by 20yrs of operation nearby in
Narrawong.
• It is a business that is in sync with other current businesses in town.
• A low carbon footprint to balance other local heavy industry.
• Will reduce the pressure on the already declining wild abalone stocks.
• Dutton way is ideally suited due to the low lying land, current zoning, pristine
deep water and proximity to a large and proactive shire.
Based on the submitted plans and approval being granted from the EPA, town
planning and other appropriate government agencies, I wish to offer my support to
the proposed abalone farm at Dutton Way.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Glenelg Shire Council
Re: Planning Application P18147 - 315 Dutton Way Bolwarra
3305
Use and development of land for an aquaculture facility, associated
building and works, car parking, alteration of access to a road zone
category 1 and removal of vegetation
I am writing to offer my support for the above planning application. I
have examined the plans and believe the development will bring
economic and social benefits to the Portland area. I am a former
employee of Yumbah Aquaculture. As an environmental science
graduate I found few employment opportunities upon returning to
Portland after studying.
and the team were happy to take me on
and I was able to develop my skills. The new development will bring a
further 160 permanent jobs to the area, both skilled and unskilled. This
is particularly important to school leavers who more often than not have
to look outside of Portland for lasting employment and training.
As an environmental scientists it is important to me that economic
development is also environmentally conscience. After being involved
with the environmental monitoring on the current Narrawong abalone
farm, I am confident that the development on Dutton Way will have a
very low impact on the surrounding environment. Abalone farming is
not only low impact but has the added benefit of taking pressure off the
wild abalone populations.
Yumbah has been operating in the area for over 20 years. Portland
needs to support development by local, socially and environmentally
responsible companies.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Planning
Submission to Planning Application P18147 - Yumbah Aquaculture development, 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra
Wednesday, 28 November 2018 8:53:13 PM

the planner,
Please find attached submissions from both myself and
objecting to the abovementioned planning application. The proposed development would affect both of us, our
children, visiting family and friends. I’ve written an objection letter (3 initial pages) outlining both
of our concerns, and addressed the planning application and EPA works application against
relevant planning provisions in the rest of the document.
I do apologise for not summarising it into a more condensed document, but the time limitations
didn’t allow it. Although there is some commentary that seems to be duplicated – it is simply due
to the through the process of working through the documentation.
Thank you for the opportunity for both of us to make this submission. Can you please reply with
an acknowledgement of receipt of this email and the 5 attachments, thank you.
Regards,

We wish to oppose in whole the application by Yumbah Aquaculture Pty Ltd to build an intensive
land-based abalone farm at 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra.
The central reason for our opposition is that the proposed complex is altogether inappropriate at
this site, for the following reasons:
Its massive dimensions would alter irrevocably the landscape in which it is proposed to be built,
and destroy a coastal plain that is one of the last green, non-industrial areas surrounding the city
of Portland and which constitutes the only beachside entrance to the city, and which lends the
area an essential component of its character.
The proposed development detracts in numerous ways from the health and amenity of longestablished residents who live in close proximity - many within 24 metres of the proposed
development’s boundary - along the Dutton Way to the south, west and east, and to those directly
overlooking the whole of the development from the ridge to the north, the north-east and northwest.
The loss of amenity we refer to includes major and lasting visual intrusion from a development
that would replace a bucolic rural aspect bordered by an established coastal residential area: a
residential settlement which amounts to the normal description of a village.
Into this rural-village setting the applicant proposes to lodge more than 20 hectares of industrialstyle roofed abalone feedlot factories, including a massive coverage of dark shade-cloth, plus
ancillary buildings, a large solar array with potential to create widespread glare aﬀecting
residences on the ridge above, and car parks.
Further loss of amenity, we submit, would occur:
Through noise and dust produced by the workings of heavy machinery during a four-year
construction period;
Through the deconstruction and reconstruction of more than 100 metres of protective rock wall
that shelters current residents from the rising sea;
Through the laying of 28 large pipes across four sections of the only access and egress road to
Dutton Way residences;
Through the laying of 28 pipes across a beach used for recreation throughout the summer months
by residents of the Dutton Way, Henty Bay and Portland areas and by tourists. We note that
Yumbah’s application reveals that this large number of pipes will be at least partly exposed.
The several hundred residents who live along Keillor Beach Rd and the Henty Bay estate,
including those who occupy or own cabins at the Henty Bay Tourist Park, will also be be
subjected to the daily passage of B-double trucks to and from the Yumbah operation, as laid out
in Yumbah’s application.
Such large vehicles previously have not travelled these tourist and residential roads, and would
pose considerable and obvious danger and loss of amenity to residents, their children and cyclists
and hikers who use the roads daily.
Those who live on the ridge would be subjected to a new access road leading from the Princes
Highway which Yumbah expects to accommodate the movement of more than 200 “light
vehicles” every day. We submit that access to this road via the Frank Lodge Scenic Lookout is
both a danger to traﬃc on the Princes Highway and an entirely inappropriate use of a public
scenic parking area.
Such a development as that proposed by Yumbah is in direct contradiction to the Glenelg Shire
Council’s draft guidelines to its Rural Land Strategy published on 28th March, 2018, placing
priority on providing suitable separation between residential and industrial developments.
On Page 6, the strategy directs that its planners ensure that developments observe the following:

“Maintaining separation between commercial agriculture and sensitive users, such as urban and
rural residential settlements, to minimise risk of oﬀ-site impacts and support eﬃcient and optimal
agricultural operations.”
It also states: “Ensuring there is separation between intensive animal industries and sensitive
users.”
A clearer exposition of intent to ensure that a massively intensive operation such as that proposed
by Yumbah must not abut residential settlements would be diﬃcult to frame.
The Yumbah proposal locates “settlement entrainment channels and sediment extraction” ponds
just 14.5 metres from the southern boundary to the Dutton Way. That is a distance of
approximately 38 metres from the front fences of 20 residences and as many private building
blocks along the Dutton Way; a distance that could not be construed by any meaningful definition
to be a suitable separation.
Further, the Victorian Land, Water, Environment and Planning Department, in its document
Applying the Rules, Planning Practice Note 42, directs local government authorities to recognise
that the Rural Living Zone grants residential living priority over other land uses.
This guideline specifically states the following and we wish to draw the shire’s attention to some
of its most cogent directions:
The Rural Living Zone is designed to be applied to
areas where:
• the rural land has a mainly residential function;
• farming may take place on the land but this is
subordinate to the residential use;
• residents require certainty about the residential
amenity of the area and are protected from
potentially incompatible land uses;
• farming is of a nature or scale that will not
conflict with housing.
The close proximity of Yumbah’s unacceptably large development to residential housing carries a
particular risk to amenity and potentially life itself during the extensive construction period.
As there is no “town” water supply to any of the dwellings in the precinct, all residents and
holiday-makers rely on rainwater collected in tanks from the run-oﬀ of house roofs, and/or from
shallow bores on their properties
Despite Yumbah’s vague assurances that a “management plan” could ameliorate the production
of dust during construction, we submit that a building site covering more than 60 hectares and
involving the wholesale re-making of the landscape in a windy coastal environment will inevitably
produce copious amounts of dust and windblown sand particles. Depending on wind direction, all
residents can expect regular impact during the years of the construction period.
With dwellings sitting directly across a tourist road, 24 metres from the construction site’s
boundary, the rooftops will regularly be coated with a thick layer of sand and dust from the site,
causing serious pollution of drinking water - the most basic of all amenities.
The site, as Yumbah’s proposal concedes, consists mainly of sand.
Silica is known to be a major constituent of sand in most parts of the world. There appears to be
no study undertaken by Yumbah to establish the silica content of sand to be disturbed and
pulverised in its development proposal.
This is a major oversight with serious potential long-term implications. Inhaling finely divided
crystalline silica is toxic and can lead to severe inflammation of the lung tissue, silicosis,

bronchitis, lung cancer, and systemic autoimmune diseases, such as lupus and rheumatoid
arthritis. See the Cancer Council of Australia for expert information. https://www.cancer.org.au/
preventing-cancer/workplace-cancer/silica-dust.html
This is an intolerable prospect, and should not be supported by any responsible planning
authority in the 21st century without serious independent scientific study. The construction period
is stated as four years.
We submit that Yumbah must be required by the shire to commission an open, independent and
scientifically verifiable study into the potential for toxic silica particles to be released into the
Dutton Way air before any assessment of its development application can proceed.
Yumbah’s proposal to eﬀectively replace the existing landscape with a massive sheeting of
concrete, 2000 “grow tanks”, car parks and ancillary buildings, is particularly alarming.
This whole site sits on a shallow (or high) water table that regularly floods, as evidenced in the
shire’s frequent call-outs to drain water from the Dutton Way that has flooded the road and
overflowed the creek that drains the subject land near the Henty Bay tourist park.
The water table is so close to the surface of the subject site that several springs exist on it, as
have been demonstrated during a recent on-site inspection by the Glenelg Shire’s chief planner.
There is no evidence in Yumbah’s application that a comprehensive hydrological, or
hydrogeographical, study has been undertaken to establish the likely eﬀect on the high water
table, or the likely consequences of the subsequent dispersal of large amounts of both
groundwater and surface water, once the surface of the site is eﬀectively sealed with concrete.
We note that the annual mean rainfall on this site, which also receives substantial run-oﬀ from the
ridge which dominates the site to the north, is 835.2 millimetres, with a 90 percentile rainfall of
997.7mm.
These figures are stated in the Glenelg Shire’s Allestree-Dutton Way Preferred Management
Options paper of 2009. This extensive document was prepared in the lead-up to the shire’s
decision to connect a sewerage system to the area, largely because of the findings that “due to
the high water table” in the area, a “localised health risk” existed because of the lack of a
sewerage system. The study reported that the water table in some areas was no more than
90cms below the surface.
Those of us with property and residences bordering the site in question fear the applicant’s plans
create a substantial risk to our properties from regular flooding, and from other unforeseen
consequences. Such potential consequences include pollution to groundwater used by
householders relying upon bores, arising from the wholesale disturbance to the shallow water
table through the sealing of said water table and associated springs with concrete.
Without a comprehensive hydrological or hydrogeographical study undertaken by independent
experts, it is clearly impossible for any authority such as the Glenelg Shire to approve or even to
assess the risk to the Dutton Way and its residences from Yumbah’s application. However, the
shire could refer to its own 2009 study (referred above) to gain an understanding of the problems
faced.
The application by Yumbah purports to provide evidence of compliance to a number of
“suggested guidelines for land-based aquaculture” (table 5, page 36).
It fails on its very first point:
The guideline is stated as “Avoid sensitive urban areas such as residential and tourism precincts
and locations that have a high recreational value”.
Yumbah’s response to this is “this development is not located within a residential zone, tourism
precinct or area of high recreational value. Complies”.

This is at best deceptive.
In fact, while the zoning is rural living, the area has a high and long-established residential
component on all sides of the proposed development.
Almost the entire 750 metre southern boundary of the proposed industrial site faces a string of
long-established dwellings across the narrow Dutton Way roadway; more houses arranged within
what could only be described as a village are occupied at its eastern boundary, and houses, many
of them new or relatively new, are spread along the top of the ridge-line to the north. All are built
to enjoy the expansive views of the green coastal plain and the sea.
The Dutton Way has eﬀectively been a tourist precinct for more than a century. The Dutton Way
Caravan Park is within 100 metres of the eastern boundary of the proposed development, and the
large and popular Henty Bay Tourist Park, where numerous investors and holidaymakers have
purchased cabins, is directly opposite the south-east boundary of the development.
The entire area has high and well-known recreational value - for swimmers, beachgoers and
fishers, particularly now that the beach has begun to reappear following sand bypassing by the
Port of Portland; for numerous joggers and road cyclists who take daily advantage of the quiet
roads, and for hikers setting out on the Great South-West Walk, which extends along the entire
southern boundary of the proposed development and traces the eastern boundary.
During the winter of 2018, scores and sometimes hundreds of people crowded the shore of the
Dutton Way to watch whales, which have become so frequent in the waters thereabouts that it
has been declared a whale nursery.
The application on this clause above clearly does not comply.
Yumbah’s second claim to compliance is no less equivocal:
2: “Be located in recognised ports, rural or urban industrial or urban commercial areas”. Yumbah’s
response to this is “The subject site is appropriately located within rural zoned land.”
In fact, the zoning covering most of the subject land is “rural living”, a zone in which current
Victorian state planning guidelines (2015) state specifically “provides for agricultural activities,
however emphasis is given to the protection of residential amenity”.
The development is not within a recognised port, an urban industrial or urban commercial areas.
We submit that the intention of the rural living zone’s provisions are breached by the impossibility
of the applicant’s claim to protect residential amenity in terms of noise and dust produced during
a four-year construction period, the potential for odour from the intensive farming of abalone and
the cleaning of settling ponds containing solid eﬄuent, and by the overwhelming visual intrusion
of the Yumbah proposal upon the landscape and its visible surrounds.
Yumbah, in clause (4) claims the development “groups buildings within the southern section of the
site as close as practicable”. This is in response to the requirement that the impact of an
aquaculture development be reduced “by minimising the development footprint by grouping all
buildings as close as practicable”.
We point out that no aquaculture development in Australia has ever proposed to cover a footprint
as extensive as this, and that buildings will sprawl over an area that will exist under contiguous
roofing of more than 20 hectares, or 50 acres. To illustrate, this equates with the size of 10
Melbourne Cricket Ground ovals.
We note that Clause 15.01 - 6S Design for Rural Areas, has as its objective to “ensure
development respects valued areas of rural character”.

The site covered by Yumbah’s application has in living memory and beyond amounted to a
tranquil green coastal pasture, set back a hundred metres and less from the sea, and sheltered to
the north by an impressive line of grassed hillside topped by a ridge.
Residents on all sides value this bucolic landscape as much as their views south towards the sea.
The relevant design strategies referred to by Yumbah (above) require that development proposals
“ensure that the siting, scale and appearance of developments protects and enhances rural
character; protect the visual amenity of valued rural landscapes and character areas along
township approaches and sensitive tourist routes by ensuring new development is
sympathetically located; and site and design developments to minimise visual impacts on
surrounding natural scenery and landscape features including ridgelines, hilltops, waterways,
lakes and wetlands”.
We submit that the Yumbah proposal does not meet one of these required design strategies, and
actively conflicts with every stated principle.
Indeed, Yumbah acknowledges that its proposal will “provide a changed outlook for some
properties developed on the ridge to the east and west”.
It also acknowledges that the grow tank area “will be visible from certain vantage points from the
public realm when approaching or departing Portland along the Princes Highway and along
Dutton Way”, Even more remarkably, Yumbah says, as if in its favour, that its proposed
development “is a less intrusive element within the coastal landscape than the Portland Port and
Alcoa Smelter”.
Both these are among the largest physical developments along Victoria’s coastline and were
designed and approved in the case of Alcoa more than 30 years ago and in the case of the Port,
more than 60 years ago.
Alcoa was built on a remote promontory at considerable distance from any form of housing, in
large part because of its intrusive bulk and its potential for stripping amenity from neighbours, and
might not have received approval in its current siting or form if proposed today. Major aspects of
the Port would be unlikely to receive engineering approval today, given that its development
destroyed the beaches, dunes and some housing along the Dutton Way and Henty Bay
Yumbah, having compared its proposal with these two overwhelmingly large historical
developments, purports that its development is “reasonably set back from title boundaries to
minimise the visual bulk of the development from adjacent landowners’ dwellings”.
Given that the “setback” is the width of the Dutton Way tourist road plus a few metres, the claim
is risible, and must be dismissed.
Yumbah further claims that “landscape screening will be used to minimise direct views to the
site”. Other references to this purported landscape screening say it will minimise direct views “in
time”.
No time objective is stated for the maturing of such landscape screening.
We submit that the growth of trees in this salt-laden, windy environment, substantial enough to
screen the proposed bulk of this development, would take many years, and possibly decades.
In the meantime, the loss of the amenity of a tranquil rural landscape would be profound and
lasting for some hundreds of nearby residents along the Dutton Way and on the ridge above.
We also note that despite long-standing local government conditions requiring a 5-metre wide
landscape corridor of trees to screen Yumbah’s operations on Kangaroo Island, South Australia,
no such screening has ever been erected.

This condition was first placed upon the development, upon receiving development approval, in
2003. Another development condition on Yumbah’s Kangaroo Island operation, requiring all
external lighting of the site to be “located, directed and shielded and of such limited intensity that
no nuisance or loss of amenity is caused to any person beyond the site”, has also been ignored to
this date. The site is surrounded by intensive floodlighting which islanders liken to that of a large
detention camp.
We who live around the proposed Yumbah site at the Dutton Way naturally fear that intensive
floodlighting would destroy our amenity at night, whatever Yumbah might promise.
We further note via numerous news reports, legal filings and a social media campaign (Save
Smiths Bay) that Yumbah is vehemently opposing a proposal by another company to establish a
port on Kangaroo Island to accommodate ships carrying wood chips produced on the island.
According to extensive public documentation on the matter, Yumbah is relying in part on the
report it has commissioned of a marine biologist, a Dr McShane, who is quoted as saying large
quantities of sediment from the construction and operation of the proposed port pose “an
unacceptable risk to the viable operation of the abalone farm that cannot be eﬀectively mitigated
either during construction or continuing operation”.
He is further quoted as saying that “the management of large bulk carriers…in a shallow coastal
embayment will cause unacceptably high sediment loads and risk the introduction of exotic and/
or harmful organisms to the Smith Bay ecosystem. High sediment loads are lethal to abalone.”
We find it at least curious that Yumbah would then decide to develop the largest land-based
abalone farm in Australia in a bay only a few kilometres from the world’s biggest hardwood
woodchip exporting port, Portland, where large bulk carriers arrive and leave daily. Because of the
nature of the port of Portland, dredging and large-scale sand by-passing operations are a feature
of this corner of Portland Bay. Hundreds of thousands of cubic metres of sediment-rich sand is
pumped in a manner designed to ensure it drifts along the Dutton Way.
Yet Yumbah proposes to disturb or replace large sections of the Dutton Way rock wall to extend
no less than 20 pipes hundreds of metres out into the bay to suck up to 8660 litres of seawater
per second for its land-based operation, and to extend eight more pipes into the same bay to spill
the eﬄuent of its operation back into the sea.
Assuming Yumbah pumps only 5000 litres per second, as its application claims are its regular
requirements, this equates to 432 million litres of water per day, or the equivalent capacity of 173
Olympic-sized swimming pools entering the Yumbah operation and the same quantity being
pumped back into the sea. Every day.
We are particularly disturbed by this part of the proposal. The eﬄuent will inevitably be returned to
the sea at a somewhat higher temperature than it was extracted, having been used in a landbased environment.
The large eﬄuent pipes would extend underwater to the Minerva Reef, upon which natural
abalone grow (as local abalone divers, their professional associations and recreational divers will
attest). The Yumbah application does not address the bio-security risks to Portland Bay in its
application to the Glenelg Shire.
A reoccurrence of the spread of the virus Abalone Viral Ganglioneuritis (AVG), for instance, which
devastated the wild population of abalone in the western regions of Victoria and beyond after
2006, or other disease attacking fish, other shellfish or crustaceans, would be disastrous to
fishing industries important to the Glenelg Shire.
We note that Yumbah’s operation at Narrawong was one of two land-based abalone farms that
suﬀered an attack of AVG, forcing it to de-stock in 2005, though we make no inference about any
link to the further spread of the disease.

The Narrawong plant, previously known as Coastal Seafarms, is about one tenth of the size of
Yumbah’s proposed operation on the Dutton Way.
Should such a disaster, or similar, strike the proposed operation at the Dutton Way, destroying its
financial viability, the applicant oﬀers no evidence of guarantees, financially binding or otherwise,
to remove the massive works it proposes to build.
It is important to recognise that the vast scale of works proposed at the Dutton Way site will alter
the landscape forever. An abandoned abalone farm would thus strip the amenity of this rural living
area forever, too, and it is unlikely the shire, whatever requirements it might place on a
development approval, could do anything about it.
This is not hypothetical: Portland has experienced what happens when a large industry closes
and the company takes no responsibility for removing its physical presence: the abattoir formerly
known as Borthwicks has been a major eyesore at a road entrance to Portland for many decades,
its buildings sitting derelict and toxic.
We, the undersigned, submit that for the compelling reasons stated above, Yumbah’s application
must be rejected in whole by the Glenelg Shire Council.

Submission to Planning Permit Application - P18147
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Glenelg Shire Council
Cliff St
Portland
P18147 - proposed ‘Abalone Farm’ - Dutton Way (RLZ)
Submission/Objection to the proposed development

To the Planner,
My wife
& I wish to submit an objection to the proposed ‘Yumbah Abalone Farm’ development
in its entirety (Planning No. P18147) that has been proposed for 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra.
Upon first viewing the proposal we were shocked with that the massive bulk and size of the proposed
development, and the lack of respect for the land, culturally and agriculturally – but in particular the
obvious lack of empathy for the many surrounding property owners. The majority of the undulating
low-lying land on the site is proposed to be completely excavated, developed and industrialised to the
extent of its boundary.
The type of industry (land-based aquaculture) on a whole – and in particular, the expansive industrial
footprint of the proposal simply does not represent the objectives of the Local Planning Provision
Framework, nor 3 of the the key purposes of the Rural Living Zone which clearly define the terms;
‘provide for residential use’, ‘agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of
surrounding land uses” and “To protect and enhance the natural resources, biodiversity and
landscape and heritage values of the area.”
The proposed development seeks to significantly alter the agricultural, environmental and cultural
value of the land through extensive excavation, construction and infrastructure. This development
does not represent a ‘rural living’, nor ‘agricultural’ landscape, and is more aligned with an ‘industrial’
operation. To place the “largest abalone farm in the southern hemisphere” in the centre of an existing
rural residential settlement would be detrimental to the wider Portland community and create a
precedent where ‘open slather’ could be applied in regard to non-compatible land uses.
The two proposed access locations to the site are both significant tourist routes and not appropriate
for the increased traffic (over “220” daily vehicle movements) that will be needed for the employees of
this facility, let alone the 4-year construction traffic. These movements will be at congested times
during shift-changes and clash with local morning and afternoon traffic. The ‘Frank Lodge’ lookout is
the first (or last) ocean-viewing lookout along the Great Ocean Road, and to mix the required traffic
with tourist traffic would be insanity! As a “professional road rescuer” with VICSES (with qualifications
as an ‘endorsed Road Rescue Trainer & Assessor’), I have witnessed the outcome of many traffic
accidents and fatalities in this shire alone due to the increased industrial traffic near tourist hotspots (Scenic Lookout, Nelson; where many accidents have occurred over the years and Cape Nelson
Lighthouse; a recent head-on collision, etc.). I can clearly foresee future vehicle collisions with
pedestrians, cyclists and visitors (potentially resulting in fatalities) if this proposal is approved.
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Portland is currently witnessing a tourism “boom” and any increase of vehicular traffic in either of
these locations is not only inappropriate, but also carries an increased risk of further collisions, and
potential fatalities.
The Dutton Way landscape provides a coastal, residential (community) connectivity from the end of
Fergusons Road, to Portland and is a landmark to the hundreds of thousands of vising tourists that
inject millions of dollars into our economy each year through visiting our pristine beaches, whalewatching and tourism. To install an “expansive” (GHD’s own words) and ‘industrialised’ facility of this
size in the centre of this settlement would not only be a missed opportunity for drawing those to our
shire through the offer of beach-front living - but would adversely affect the amenity of the hundreds
that reside in this area.
As owners of a (lifestyle) rural property located directly between the existing and proposed site, within
the same zoning, and proximity to the ocean – we are deeply concerned about the precedent that this
proposal sets. By endorsing/supporting this precedent, the entire rural coastline (including properties
adjoining our own property) could potentially be industrialised in the near future. We are also
concerned as daily users of the Dutton Way, Keillers Beach Rd and Princes Hwy, where our children
ride their bikes and horses along the quiet roadside, walk our dog and walk to meet with friends that
also live along this quiet rural road.
The Planning Application Report has made general assumptions, dismissed, and in some cases not
addressed at all, many important provisions - leaving many questions unanswered.
Some of these include;
•

Providing limited information to address the impact on neighbouring amenity over the 4-year construction period.

•

Not addressing the increase in ‘non-desirable’ animals to the area post-production (ie; seagulls depositing
excrement on neighbouring roofs that provide the only water supply for residents, snakes seeking fresh water etc.).

•

The high probability that the huge volume of water (up to 750 megalitres per day - equivalent to 300 olympic
swimming pools) travelling from the deeper intake pipes, through shallow troughs and open sediment ponds will
result in an increased water temperature, in addition to the large volume of stormwater (fresh water) being
disposed of upon a sensitive reef ecosystem (the Minerva Reef).

•

Detailed information on how they intend to restrict the flow of water in order to settle the fine particles of effluent
and disused feed in the ponds before being discharged into the ocean.

•

Accurately investigate how >5,000lts per second will affect the sand-drift, water-borne coral-spores, the recognised
whale birthing and migration through noise and altered water, leafy sea-dragon population and other small marine
creatures…in fact the entire marine ecology?

•

Assumptions (noise and odour) made using the Narrawong facility as an example, when in fact this proposal is
vastly larger with a much greater risk of impact.

•

Photographic images in their supporting concept drawings that have been unnecessarily ‘photoshopped’ to
conceal significant parts of the landscape (re; photos on ‘Plans_2 Attachment’ for instance shows the water’s edge
as a deep blue - when in fact it’s shallow sand-disturbed water & regularly beach during low tide in summer).

This planning application report and supporting documents (in particular the ‘Planning and Works
approval – Odour and Noise Impact Assessment’) has been cleverly deceptive in its assessment of
the surrounding environment. Whilst much of the planning application report dismisses the
‘residential’ uses surrounding the area and focusses on the ‘agricultural’ and ‘isolated’ “rural” siting –
the noise assessment for the nearest surrounding homes have been based on the EPA’s ‘NIRV Major
Urban Area Boundary – Portland’ map using “SEPP-N1 (MUA) receptors”. This map inaccurately
describes the surrounding site, in particular the homes to the South of the proposed development.
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I’ve prepared a ‘detailed’ response (attached) to address many of my concerns, and also what I find
to be inconsistencies in the planning application report and EPA works application. If I have
misconstrued the application, both planning and EPA – I apologise as I’ve tried to gain an accurate
picture of the proposal in order to provide this submission, but have had very little time to review all
the supporting documents…and digest them. I’ve predominantly addressed the planning report
against the planning scheme and framework, and some of the EPA works application as I read
through them, so there are duplications of information, adding to the extended length of the
document, which I do apologise for. I simply do not have the time to compress the information.
Also attached are (A) – an unsigned letter that has been written by a Dutton Way property owner that
would be significantly affected by the development and construction. This letter has been shared
amongst the community, and sums up much of what the overwhelming concerns are.
Attachment (B) is a media release from the Glenelg Shire council regarding Dr. Kerry Black’s
presentation on Coastal Erosion. I highly recommend the (2) videos are shown to all councillors,
decision makers (GHCMA, EPA, DELWP, VFA etc.) prior to making an assessment as his comments
are extremely relevant to this application. The video also exposes comments/questions from the
Yumbah Narrawong Manager in the videos that elude to this proposal - ie; asking if the sand could be
placed “further along Dutton Way” (so as not to impact this proposal – whilst allowing the beach to
erode!), and also commenting on ‘why’ Yumbah recently chose the “least effective mitigation method”
(rockwall) at the Narrawong site…potentially knowing that it would not promote sand retention?
If this development is approved, it will inadvertently place a restriction on the future nourishment of
the Dutton Way beach. Yumbah would be fully aware of this and yet they have not provided any
evidence of how the development would support a significant “beach nourishment” development, that
is desperately needed.
Of the ten (10) ‘Letters of Support’ (Appendix B) attached with the application, eight (8) are in support
of Yumbah’s application for the ‘Regional Growth Fund’ – not this proposal. The title of this
supporting document is somewhat misleading as the only supporters that have potentially viewed the
concept currently, and will continue to benefit directly if it proceeds – ie; conflict of interest!
We particularly wish to highlight the importance of this decision as a Glenelg Shire ratepayer, voter,
local business person and owner of properties that will be negatively affected directly if this planning
permit is granted.
‘The Dutton Way’ should not be risked as a ‘test-site’ for this ‘extensive’ industrial facility that is
unprecedented in Australia. The risks to the land & oceanic environment / cultural value /
surrounding community amenity, associated with this development cannot be reasonably mitigated,
and therefore this proposal should not be permitted to proceed.
We thank you for the opportunity to make this submission to the subject application and ask that this
industrial development is not supported in what is the only accessible, affordable, relaxing, beachliving communities not only in/near Portland – but in the entire Glenelg Shire.
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In response to the proposal and how it doesn’t reflect the applicable zoning of the land.
35.03 RURAL LIVING ZONE
Purpose
To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework.
To provide for residential use in a rural environment. (1)
To provide for agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses. (2)
To protect and enhance the natural resources, biodiversity and landscape and heritage values of the area. (3)
To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and sustainable land management
practices and infrastructure provision.
Section 3 - Prohibited
Industry (other than Rural Industry) (4)
Intensive animal husbandry (5)
35.03-4 Buildings and works
Earthworks specified in a schedule to this zone, if on land specified in a
schedule.
35.03s Buildings and works
Permit requirement for earthworks
Earthworks which change the rate of flow or the discharge point of water across a property boundary. (6)
Earthworks which increase the discharge of saline groundwater. (7)

1) This proposal does not support, encourage, nor in any way “provide for residential use in a
rural environment”.
2) The proposal does not “provide for agricultural land uses” as its expansive construction
requirement is of an industrial nature with extensive excavation, construction and
infrastructure. The proposal does not represent a ‘rural’, nor ‘agricultural’ activity, and will
“adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses” including not only adjoining
residences and agricultural land, but the crown land that provides beach access and current /
future potential for beach amenity and tourism and potentially damage the terrestrial
ecosystem of both the land and ocean.
3) The proposed site is an area that regularly floods, with an extremely shallow water-table.
•

A large development of this scale that alters permeable surfaces will change the
dynamics of the water table that is located only metres below the surface – (refer soil
report bore logs showing “wet” ground at <2m in most cases.)

•

The site and surrounding area is a known wetland for indigenous, and migratory
birdlife that will be adversely affected through both the removal/destruction of ‘green’
fields and their natural environment.

•

The natural formations of the large site (rippled dunes with swales and berms) have
natural and heritage connectivity values to the area that should not be simply levelled
and filled for hardstand, concrete foundations/tanks and industrial buildings. This
cultural significance would be lost with the ‘high-impact’ excavation & development of
this proportion.
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Section 3 - Prohibited
4) Prohibited – “Industry” - ‘Aquaculture’ does currently sit within the ‘Agriculture’ (nesting)
group, but that should not provide a blanket definition oblivious to scale and inappropriateness
of siting. This proposal is for an industrial-sized, “land based (constructed) seafood growth
and processing production facility” and relies on extracting large amounts of seawater (up to
8,660lts/sec as is stated in the report) onto the land through industrial pumps – and dispersing
the ‘used’ water (effluent) back into the ocean via ‘settlement ponds’. This equates to 300
Olympic-sized swimming pools of water volume per day (based on Yumbah’s own calculations
over a 24hr period).
5) Prohibited - “Intensive animal production” – the definition of this under ‘State Planning’
clearly states;
•

“Land used for animal production where the animals’ food is imported from outside
the immediate building, enclosure, paddock or pen.”

•

Intensive animal production does not include:
i. an abattoir or sale yard; or
ii. grazing animal production, pig farm, poultry farm or poultry hatchery

In the ‘Application Report’ it clearly states (under ‘3. Project Scope’_3.1.1) “Delivery of feed and other
consumables will generally occur…”– therefore this ‘should’ be considered a ‘prohibited’ Section 3
use under the Local Planning Provisions.
The proposed development not only relies on the food source to be delivered from off-site by large
heavy trucks that will require access along a quiet rural road (that has been categorised to accept
large trucks – simply to allow ongoing maintenance of the rockwall), but also the necessary nutrients
that will be extracted from the ocean through large pipes that will extend into the ocean and extract
the seawater (imported from “outside the enclosure”).
Furthermore – the proposed development relies not on the ‘agricultural’ values of the land, as this
could be placed in any environment – including a concreted industrial estate. The main purpose for
choosing this location is so that the development can access natural oceanic waters that are currently
available free of charge, in order to return a profit for the company directors. As opposed to
agricultural land, where the farmer must protect and maintain the land in order to provide a healthy
environment for their stock - there is no current obligation (legal, or moral) and very little controls in
place, to protect the ocean from where the company expect to both extract the required environment
they need, and also disperse the effluent into once they have extracted the required nutrients. This
may be acceptable on a small-scale over an extended footprint, but not at this extremely intense
scale.

Issuing of a planning permit for this proposal would be in direct conflict with the local
planning scheme, and also conflict with state planning provisions.
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In response to the ‘Planning Permit Application Report’ – prepared by GHD;

1. Introduction
In the ‘Introduction’ and listed in part ‘1.2 Current Proposal – Bolwarra’ of the report, the author
refers to the site being selected “due to its immediate proximity and access to clean oceanic
water…” – however this contradicts a comment in another report** (commissioned by Yumbah)
recently issued as an objection to a proposed wharf development at Smith Bay (Kangaroo Island).
The report clearly states the concerns Yumbah have with the following extract taken from the report;
“The greatest known detrimental impact on the marine environment of Smith Bay and Yumbah Aquaculture’s
operation comes from the acute and chronic sediment loads in Smith Bay as a consequence of dredging to
locate and maintain the wharf.
“Should the development proceed, the management of large bulk carriers (initially reported by KPT at 30,000
dwt) in a shallow coastal embayment will cause unacceptably high sediment loads and risk the introduction
of exotic and/or harmful organisms to the Smith Bay ecosystem.
The proximity of the proposed wharf facility and the seawater intake of the Yumbah Aquaculture facility
presents an unacceptable risk to the viable operation of the abalone farm that cannot be effectively
mitigated either during construction or continuing operation.
High sediment loads are lethal to abalone (Haliotis spp.). The increased concentration of suspended solids in
nearshore waters will attenuate light (particularly blue light) important in the maintenance of beneficial flora
(particularly diatoms).
This will have a substantial adverse impact on the commercial viability of Yumbah Aquaculture’s abalone
farm, its substantial workforce, and the capability embedded in its expert operation, part of a wider network of
aquaculture interests in South Australia, Victoria and Tasmania.”
**IMPACTS OF A PROPOSED WHARF DEVELOPMENT ON THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT AND AN EXISTING ABALONE AQUACULTURE
FACILITY – By Dr. Paul McShane / Global Marine Resource Management P/L (April 2017)

This admission from Yumbah clearly states that their stock cannot live in a sand-bypass area. The
proposed site at Dutton Way is within a very small distance from the Port of Portland sand bypass
outlet, necessary for the ongoing protection of all the land along Dutton Way, continuing to
Narrawong, making this site not appropriate for abalone aquaculture. This information provided by
Yumbah themselves shows an obvious inconsistency with the information they have provided and
that they have little regard for truths, and a greater interest in profits. “High sediment loads are lethal
to abalone”
The planning report also states that the land “It is a cleared & developed parcel of land” (GHD) The
land would have been cleared of coastal vegetation over 150 years ago, but the site is not
“developed” in any way. This should be made clear – especially as the land has no evidence of
‘previous ground disturbance’ as is defined in the ‘Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006’.
“increased value of Vic seafood production by 62%” (GHD) – can this figure be qualified? China
(world’s largest abalone grower & user) currently sell abalone at less than local prices. Has Yumbah
factored in potential market flooding from other producers?
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A ‘Director’s Personal Guarantee’ should be provided by all company directors and investors (ie;
‘Joint and Several’ liability) so that in an event where this facility is affected by; economical reasons,
biosecurity outbreak, environment, power shortages etc. and is forced to close its operations - the
Company Directors and those liable will legally be responsible to return the site to its current state.
This is a reasonable request with a development of this scale. Many other aquaculture facilities in
this country have closed their operations due to economic, disease or environmental reasons and to
this day are still being ‘cleaned-up’ at the cost to the taxpayers and local government.
Those that have the most to gain from this proposal (Yumbah and its financiers) must be held
liable of their legal responsibilities to the environment and amenity of the area.

2. Site and surrounds
2.1 “…a number of private residences” (GHD) – there are in fact over 20 homes that are directly
adjoining the site (that GHD refers to as “a number of”) and hundreds of homes within what is known
as ‘The Dutton Way Community’. These homes are included in the EPA’s ‘Major Urban Area
Boundary’, although do not represent an ‘urban’ development. Yumbah has also modified their
imagery through ‘airbrushing’ homes off the photo-renderings, which has led to an outcry from
adjoining property owners.

3. Project scope
3.2.1 “Tanks are flushed every second day in winter and every day in summer” (GHD) – ie; during
Portland’s peak tourism time. The build-up of sediment/effluent in the ponds will evaporate faster in
summer and although EPA does require air-quality monitoring (to a ‘minim acceptable level’, the
flushing will without doubt increase airborne particles containing effluent, disused feed and also
attract ‘non-desirable’ bird life to these ponds at a time where the surrounding properties rely entirely
on air quality for their only potable water harvesting from their roofs. Strong Northerly & Westerly
winds are very prominent during Summer also, which will be detrimental to the amenity of the
neighbouring homes within an extended area.
3.2.2 “20 pipes along 100m of wall…combination of trenching and underground boring” (GHD) – this
proposal seeks to “trench” and/or “under-bore” the sensitive coastline. Under the layer of sand, the
structure of this coastline is a fragile limestone crust with a shallow water table running directly under
it (less than 2m from the surface in some places.) ‘Trenching’ this surface will create degradation of
the structure and ultimately result in erosion.
“existing seawall will be temporarily dismantled along the 110m” (GHD) – this wall was installed by
the State Government to provide security for the hundreds of homes that rely on it – this structure
should not be “demolished/dismantled” simply for the profits of a private company.
“littoral sand drift’ (GHD) – the proposed development far exceeds the size of the existing facility by
many times. The documentation supporting this has been based on the Narrawong location, which
has a much different beach dynamic than this proposed site. The supporting documentation
presented to show how this won’t affect the current sand-bypassing, but does not indicate any
intention of significant sand retention/beach regeneration, which council are currently investigating
methods of design (re; Dr. Kerry Black’s presentation).

Any sand retention in the proximity of the outlets would obviously be detrimental to
the operations of this facility, so it is only reasonable that Yumbah (if the development
proceeds) will vehemently object to any future Dutton Way beach regeneration.
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3.2.3 “pumping capacity 8660lts/sec – 500 MEGA LITRES/DAY” (GHD) – It is well documented that
any minor change in water temperature, current and sediment can cause detrimental damage to a
sensitive reef ecosystem. The water pumped from the colder depth of the ocean, across shallow
concrete troughs, into an open sediment pond (where the water should remain still enough to allow
the sediment to ‘settle’?) and ”gravity-fed” back to the reef, will have partially evaporated, heated
and have differing nutrients and sediment. This will result in an enormous (up to 300 olympic
swimming pools) volume of ‘altered’ water being discharged – with increased temperature, altered
water balance and also contain “cleaning chemicals and sedatives”, affecting the sensitive
Minerva Reef and marine ecosystem? The pumps to be installed below ground level will have to be
placed under the water-table levels with risk of vibrations being sent through the soil across
neighbouring properties.
“disease outbreak” (GHD) – the addition of this proposed facility – and its expansive operations
increase the risk for a potential disease outbreak to/from wild stock. This cannot be mitigated to a
zero level, and the impact on such a large facility would be much greater than the Narrawong facility.
The application does not provide any guarantees that the company has mitigated all risks, nor that
the company directors will provide personal guarantees if a large outbreak were to happen (again!).
“Solids Settling Channels” (GHD) – these are located in an unacceptable distance from homes and
will discharge airborne particles and if damaged can potentially leak seawater, effluent and bacteria
into the shallow water table that is used by many of the occupants in the vicinity through existing
bores. An increase in (non-desirable) birdlife that will be attracted to the sediment in the ponds will
also affect surrounding homes’ water quality through bird droppings, not to mention increased noise
from flocks of ‘scavenger’ birds.
3.2.4 “The positioning of the outlet pipes within the three easements has been designed to optimise
dilution and minimise recirculation back onto the farm” (GHD) – this clearly states how the ‘outlet
water’ is not suitable for recirculation, yet it’s assumed that it’s suitable for ‘dumping’ in ocean. Four
easements are proposed to extend into the ocean. This is not acceptable in a known beach location
where swimmers, snorkellers, children and fishers will be impacted by the restrictions placed on
accessing what is essentially ‘free’ for all to use. The report clearly identifies through this comment
that the water is not suitable for the farmed abalone, however there is an abundance of wild-stock
abalone at the location where this water is to be released. (Refer Appendix I - Figure 3. Image F.
showing a cluster of Greenlip Abalone to the left of the image).
“8 outlet pipes…combination of trenching and underground boring” (GHD) – this continues to be
proposed throughout the report without any consideration for the sensitive nature of the beach
surface, subsurface and extremely important role the rockwall has for protecting the homes behind it.
3.2.5 “2ha of land (5,800 solar panels)” (GHD) – whilst solar panels are an ‘environmentally-friendly’
way of producing electricity, the panels should be directed away from any direct vistas adjoining
dwellings share. This location will provide a reflective ‘nuisance’ for every home located to the East,
North & West of the site, affecting many homeowners.

Page 8 of 53

Submission to Planning Permit Application - P18147
Wednesday, 28 November 2018

3.3 “works on waterways license where the development traverses a designated waterway” (GHD,
addressing CMA) – this area holds shallow water table and provides a natural watercourse through
wet periods not just limited to the ‘historic’ drains (refer photo Page 40), and includes much of the site
being inundated during floods) and to the constructed ocean outlet located on crown land to the West
of the site. Whilst the use of the land remains as stock grazing, it regularly provides a habitat for
nesting birds, and wildlife. It also is a popular corridor for fauna. This proposal is simply an industrial
site with little regard to native corridors, vegetation and flora/fauna.
(13.03-1S “Identify land affected by flooding, including land inundated by the 1 in 100 year flood event or
as determined by the floodplain management authority in planning schemes.)

This land regularly floods (I have witnessed it personally during the floods of 2011 with VICSES
where a large volume of water travelled West across this land). The Glenelg Hopkins CMA should be
aware of the context of the land prior to any consent to this application. The land directly to the East
is shown as a wetland, and this site is also at the same low-lying topography, although due to historic
drains installed – the site has not been identified as such. The adjoining land (and potentially this
site) has several natural springs on the same contours where this development is proposed.

This report does not address the ‘heating’ of the water (among other effluent
concerns) from the deep intake pipe, through the concrete races (under a black
shadecloth), into open sediment ponds, then dispersed back to the reef. It is obvious
that the water output will have an increased temperature – especially through the
summer period.
“There is evidence that reefs will bleach (eject their symbiotic algae) at even a slight persistent temperature rise.
Bleaching slows coral growth, makes them susceptible to disease, and can lead to large-scale reef die-off.”
“Warmer sea temperatures are also associated with the spread of invasive species and marine diseases. The
evolution of a stable marine habitat is dependent upon myriad factors, including water temperature. If an
ecosystem becomes warmer, it can create an opportunity where outside species or bacteria can suddenly thrive
where they were once excluded. This can lead to forced migrations and even species extinctions.”
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/oceans/critical-issues-sea-temperature-rise/

3.4 Table 4 of the report (roofed area only) is >200,000m2 (20Ha – 50 acres!), plus the Solar Farm.
To put that into some perspective – the MCG oval is less than 20,000m2. This development seeks
approval to develop a roofed area that is 10X the area of the MGC…this WILL adversely affect the
amenity of surrounding land uses and natural habitats. The proposal seeks to create 4 easements
across Crown Land and into the ocean 100m wide and over 400m long.
The report states that the development will “be visible from ‘oblique’ (otherwise defined as indirect)
views along Dutton Way” (GHD). The 20 properties to the South, and every road user will be faced
with the expansive size of this development – through direct (not “oblique”) views.
The reference to “planting of landscape screening” (GHD) does not detail the type of vegetation, and
as a property owner on a very similar property, soil type and location/proximity to the ocean…I wish to
question this statement as it’s very well known to many residents along Dutton Way that any type of
vegetation is extremely difficult to grow in this location, and if successful – will take decades to
provide adequate screening. The Narrawong site has no visible screening or vegetation!
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4. Planning Scheme Provisions
4.1 Land use definition
“The planning scheme definition of an ‘aquaculture’ facility is ‘land used to keep, or breed aquatic
animals, or cultivate or propagate aquatic plants” (GHD) – this must be viewed secondary to the
expansive and industrial size and construction requirements that this development proposes.
“…the general buildings and structures proposed for the site are considered to be ‘ancillary’ to the
primary use of the land…”(GHD) – in this proposal, the buildings (including all buildings, pump
housings, etc) are not ‘ancillary’ to the ‘agricultural use’ of the land, but are constructed buildings and
infrastructure to serve a purpose that alters the use from ‘agricultural’ land, to an ‘industrial’ site.
‘Agricultural land’ by definition is; “typically land devoted to agriculture, the systematic and controlled use of
other forms of life—particularly the rearing of livestock and production of crops—to produce food for humans. It
is thus generally synonymous with both farmland or cropland, as well as pasture or rangeland.”
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agricultural_land
11.01 VICTORIA
11 SETTLEMENT
“Planning is to anticipate and respond to the needs of existing and future communities through provision of zoned and
serviced land for housing, employment, recreation and open space, commercial and community facilities and
infrastructure.
Planning is to recognise the need for, and as far as practicable contribute towards:”
•

Health, wellbeing and safety.

•

Diversity of choice.

•

Adaptation in response to changing technology.

•

Economic viability.

•

A high standard of urban design and amenity.

•

Energy efficiency.

•

Prevention of pollution to land, water and air.

•

Protection of environmentally sensitive areas and natural resources.

•

Accessibility.

•

Land use and transport integration.

“Planning is to prevent environmental and amenity problems created by siting incompatible land uses close together.”
“Planning is to facilitate sustainable development that takes full advantage of existing settlement patterns and investment
in transport, utility, social, community and commercial infrastructure and services.”
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11.03 PLANNING FOR PLACES
GHD highlight several strategies in this clause in order to favour their application by quoting only one
specific comment in relation to ‘Aquaculture’, and further go on to comment on removal of vegetation
(including 2 cypress trees that are clearly identified as landmarks for Dutton Way and Portland,
especially with local and visiting fishers).
The ‘pipes’ will no doubt be visible and affect beach access, as they are at their existing site during
low sand-drift periods (winter & spring) – and with varying in levels of deterioration due to poor design
and maintenance, including pipes above ground level and dislodged anchoring;

Image of pipes above beach levels and dislodged anchors at Yumbah’s Narrawong facility. Photos taken 12/09/2018.
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This application does not comply with the following objectives & strategies;
11.03-4S Coastal Settlement
Objective - “To plan for sustainable coastal development.”
Strategies
•

Encourage urban renewal and redevelopment opportunities in existing settlements to reduce the demand
for urban sprawl.”

•

Identify a clear settlement boundary around coastal settlements to ensure that growth in coastal areas is
planned and coastal values are protected. Where no settlement boundary is identified, the extent of a
settlement is defined by the extent of existing urban zoned land and any land identified on a plan in the
planning scheme for future urban settlement.

•

Direct new residential and other urban development and infrastructure to locations within defined settlement
boundaries of existing settlements that are capable of accommodating growth.

•

Support the sustainable management of growth around coastal, estuary and marine assets to protect
environmental values, and to achieve regional economic and community benefits.

Avoid development on ridgelines, primary coastal dune systems and low lying coastal areas.
•

Ensure a sustainable water supply, stormwater and sewerage treatment for all development.

This proposed development will adversely affect the existing surrounding residential settlement. The
facility will create a separation of connectivity to Portland and limit the potential growth of the area as
a coastal settlement.
Coastal values and the amenity of surrounding homes will be adversely affected by the 4-year
construction period, installation of the expansive buildings, solar farm, and 24hr industrial pumps.
“The amount of stormwater to be discharged from the site will be altered by the development.” (GHD)
The impact the site will have on natural groundwater for the shallow water table will be affected by the
amount of non-permeable, and altered area. This site also provides an existing watercourse for
drainage during heavy rainfall, exiting to the West boundary and along a wetland (original river/creek
bed) that creates a natural habitat for native birdlife and wildlife. This proposal will disrupt the flow of
not only natural groundwater through the non-permeable surface and 2000 concrete tanks, but also
the necessary floodway that occurs during periods of rain inundation in this area. Browsing GHCMAs
maps and related documents in relation to watercourse mapping - this site has not been investigated,
and with rising water levels combined with climate change effects, altering the surface drainage of
this land will cause many issues to neighbouring properties and the environment.

A ‘Hydrological’ and ‘Hydrogeological’ report must be independently produced to
show the impact this proposal will have on the ground water, permeability needs of
the site and potential risks of altering the hydrology of the site in close proximity to a
recognised coastal erosion area and wetland.
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11.03-5S Distinctive Areas and Landscapes
Objective -“To protect and enhance the valued attributes of identified distinctive areas and landscapes.”

The development proposes to locate an expansive facility in a very “distinctive area/landscape”.
Dutton Way is an historically significant coastal residential settlement area, and well-known across
Victoria to visiting fishers, tourists (in particular whale-watchers) and has naturally-occurring dunes
across the entire plateau from the edge of the road, to the base of the primary dune. This landscape
is one of only a very few with such defined contours that would be levelled & filled simply for a
company’s profit.
11.03-5R The Great Ocean Road region
Objective – “To manage the sustainable development of the Great Ocean Road region.”
11.03-5R Strategies
•

Protect public land and parks and identified significant landscapes in the Great Ocean Road region.

•

Ensure development responds to the identified landscape character of the area.

•

Manage the growth of towns by:
o

Respecting the character of coastal towns and promoting best practice design for new
development.

o

Directing urban growth to strategically identified areas.

•

Manage the impact of development on catchments and coastal areas.

•

Manage the impact of development on the environmental and cultural values of the area.

•

Improve the management of access and transport by:

•

o

Managing the Great Ocean Road for tourism and regional access.

o

Enhancing the safety and travelling experience of the Great Ocean Road.

o

Improving the safety and operational performance of the inland routes from the Princes Highway
to the Great Ocean Road.

o

Providing travel choices to and in the region.

Encourage sustainable tourism and resource use by:
o

Developing a network of tourism opportunities throughout the region.

o

Supporting tourism activities that provide environmental, economic and social benefits.

o

Supporting the land use and transport needs of key regional industries including tourism.

o

Using natural resources with care.

This clause (11.03-5R The Great Ocean Road region) is not addressed in the planning report (?) and
should be a high priority as Portland is listed as a destination on the Great Ocean Road and a
contributor to the tourism of broader Victoria. Maintaining vistas and the environment is pivotal to
attracting tourists along ‘The Great Ocean Road’ to Portland. The author has obviously chosen not to
address this clause as there is nothing in their proposal that meets the objectives or strategies of this
clause!
Dutton Way (extending along Fergusons Road) is one of ‘the only ‘ocean/beach-front’ roads in the
entire Glenelg Shire’.
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The ‘Frank Lodge Lookout’ (where Yumbah intend on constructing an access to their commercial
development) is a location where, after a long drive, tourists visiting this area – and potentially even
moving through, can park in a safe location to enjoy the 180degree vistas the lookout as to offer, from
Julia Percy Island, around to Meretimo – including the lights of Portland , and the Portland Harbour.
To place an access/driveway to a commercially-owned facility does not only disregard the intent of
the lookout as a ‘tourist viewing and rest area’, but also increases unnecessary traffic in a known
tourist carpark.
With the proposed growth in tourism expected with the recent inclusion in the GORT, increasing
traffic (especially non-english speaking tourists) needs to be a high priority. Both the Frank Lodge
Lookout via Princes Hwy, and Dutton Way have increased tourist traffic (cars and bicycles) that has
increased in duration from simply the summer months, to 12 months of the year. The Great Ocean
Road has seen many vehicle fatalities over the past few years, and with increasing frequencies (a
quick ‘google-search’ results in many media reports just in the recent couple of years). By allowing a
development of this size to be accessed directly off either of these roads will increase the risk of
vehicle accidents with the growing visitor traffic that this area will see in the coming years.

Image above taken by myself on the 08/07/2018 showing the amount of visiting traffic along Dutton Way to observe the whale & calf.
This was not at peak time either as it was during work hours.
Image below from the ‘Vern McCallum Collection’ showing the clear historic importance of the beach to the area – Photo taken from
bottom of Dutton Way hill, Meretimo gates.
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11.03-5S Distinctive areas and landscapes
“The development is not located on land which is identified at risk of marine erosion.” (GHD)
This comment is factually incorrect, and concerns me that a statement can be made in a report that
has ‘supposedly’ investigated the site and surrounds The coastal sensitivity and potential coastal
erosion in this area has plagued the residents (and council) - and continues to place very strict
development restrictions on it. The infrastructure leading into the ocean - which is a large part of the
‘development’ is proposed to be installed directly in the “marine erosion” area.
The ‘Coastal Spaces’ (Portland Coastal Inundation Study - by ‘AECOM Australia P/L’) highlights the
potential for “marine erosion” in this area. The site is potentially impacted by 2030 (Fig M2-2) and
by 2070 (Fig M3-2) the potential hazard extends through the proposed sediment ponds to the
Southern edge of the main facility, including the solar farm. By 2100, a large part of the facility would
be affected by the potential erosion (Fig M4-2 below). AECOM’s report (Appendix E -Groundwater
Investigation) also specifically requests further investigation in this area to mitigate the issues of
groundwater.
If this development were to proceed, it would be at the expense of the hundreds of residents and
landowners that have endured planning restrictions, low property values and limited growth in the
area due to the planning controls put in place to protect the land for “marine erosion” mitigation.

Image from ‘Coastal Spaces- Inundation and Erosion’- Prepared by AECOM Australia Pty Ltd
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12 ENVIRONMENTAL AND LANDSCAPE VALUES
“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.
Planning must implement environmental principles for ecologically sustainable development that have been established by
international and national agreements. Foremost amongst the national agreements is the Intergovernmental Agreement on
the Environment, which sets out key principles for environmental policy in Australia. Other agreements include the National
Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development, National Greenhouse Strategy, the National Water Quality
Management Strategy, the National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s Biological Diversity, the National Forest
Policy Statement and National Environment Protection Measures.”

“Planning should protect, restore and enhance sites and features of nature conservation,
biodiversity, geological or landscape value.”

12.01 BIODIVERSITY
12.01-1S Protection of biodiversity
Objective – “To assist the protection and conservation of Victoria’s biodiversity.”
Strategies
•

Use biodiversity information to identify important areas of biodiversity, including key habitat for rare or threatened
species and communities, and strategically valuable biodiversity sites.

•

Strategically plan for the protection and conservation of Victoria’s important areas of biodiversity.

•

Ensure that decision making takes into account the impacts of land use and development on Victoria’s
biodiversity, including consideration of:
o

Cumulative impacts.

o

Fragmentation of habitat.

o

The spread of pest plants, animals and pathogens into natural ecosystems.

•

Avoid impacts of land use and development on important areas of biodiversity.

•

Consider impacts of any change in land use or development that may affect the biodiversity value of national
parks and conservation reserves or nationally and internationally significant sites; including wetlands and wetland
wildlife habitat designated under the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (the Ramsar
Convention) and sites utilised by species listed under the Japan-Australia Migratory Birds Agreement (JAMBA),
the China-Australia Migratory Birds Agreement (CAMBA), or the Republic of Korea-Australia Migratory Bird
Agreement (ROKAMBA).

•

Assist in the identification, protection and management of important areas of biodiversity.

Assist in the establishment, protection and re-establishment of links between important areas of biodiversity, including
through a network of green spaces and large-scale native vegetation corridor projects.
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The planning report is very dismissive about the importance of this site for migratory birds and other
indigenous fauna. The Japanese Snipe is known to migrate to this location on an annual basis. The
report also takes no consideration for the development’s impact on the marine ecosystem. Pumped
treated and altered water will induce evaporation, nutrient enrichment and heating. This will
adversely affect marine wildlife – including the migratory pattern of whales, to important reef miroorganisms, coral spores – and even certain fish species. Again, the ‘test-results’ are based on the
Narrawong facility, a much smaller facility in a different landscape.
12.02 COASTAL AREAS
12.02-1S Protection of coastal areas
Objective – “To recognise the value of coastal areas to the community, conserve and enhance coastal areas and
ensure sustainable use of natural coastal resources.”
Maintain the natural drainage patterns, water quality and biodiversity in and adjacent to coastal estuaries, wetlands and
waterways.
Avoid disturbance of coastal acid sulfate soils.
Protect cultural heritage places, including Aboriginal places, archaeological sites and historic shipwrecks.”

“The planning report seeks additional approvals from the EPA and MACA/WAA to address the impact
the proposed infrastructure will have. There will also be a CHMP completed for the proposed works.”
(GHD) - This does not address the value the surrounding area (which will be impacted by the
proposed development) has in regard to the community, environment biodiversity, nor cultural values.
A CHMP provides an administrative solution to meet the requirements of the AHV Act 2006, as does
an ‘archaeological dig’ – but this does not address the importance of ‘the place’ and the physical
connectivity to surrounding sites of significance to the local aboriginal community.

The excavation required for this development would create a clear physical break in
this land’s important cultural connectivity that can never be re-connected.
12.02-2S Coastal Crown land
Objective – “To achieve coastal crown land development that provides an environmental, social and economic
balance.”

Dutton Way – in its current form - currently meets this objective and with future planned works by the
relevant management authorities (‘Portland Coastal Management Plan’) proposing an improved
crown land through access, paths and infrastructure, the area will be able to finally prove the benefit if
offers to the shire and visiting tourists. This proposal seeks to construct an industrial facility that will
not only detract from the coastal area, but also (through ongoing maintenance requirements) result in
an industrial coastal aesthetic that sets a precedent for numerous future developments along the
sensitive coastal environment.
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12.05 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTS AND LANDSCAPES
12.05-1S Environmentally sensitive areas
Objective – “To protect and conserve environmentally sensitive areas.”
Strategies
•

“Protect environmentally sensitive areas with significant recreational value from development that would
diminish their environmental conservation or recreational values.”

This proposal does not meet the requirements and will adversely affect the significant recreational
values that Dutton Way now has, and also the potential it is yet to enjoy into the distant future;
12.05-2S Landscapes
Objective – “To protect and enhance significant landscapes and open spaces that contribute to character, identity
and sustainable environments.”
Strategies
•

Ensure significant landscape areas such as forests, the bays and coastlines are protected.

•

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

•

Improve the landscape qualities, open space linkages and environmental performance in significant landscapes
and open spaces, including green wedges, conservation areas and non-urban areas.

•

Recognise the natural landscape for its aesthetic value and as a fully functioning system.

Ensure important natural features are protected and enhanced.

“The Glenelg Planning Scheme does not identify the primary area of the subject site (North of
Dutton Way) within the Rural Living Zone as a significant landscape.” (GHD)
This does not represent the commentary in the ‘Coastal Spaces Landscape Assessment Study –
State Overview Report (2006)’ (Landscape Character Area 4.1 & 4.2) with the following
commentary;
•

“Residential dwellings spreading from the eastern edge of the Portland township also enter
into the Character Area”

•

“Some residential dwellings are set within often highly vegetated relict dunes that roll down
towards the ocean.”

•

“Significant vegetation along roadsides and property boundaries filters views that mostly lead
to the low rises in the area, including the inland escarpment, an important feature of the
landscape that is dominated in height by powerlines towards the north.”

•

“The gently undulating hinterland in this Character Area is raised above the coast and extends
to low coastal cliffs and slopes that meet the flat foreshore.”

“It has been determined that every part of the Victorian Coast is at least locally significant”
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A better commentary of the area would be;
•

Dutton Way is a locally, and growing significant area within the Glenelg Shire with a
“character” and “identity” that is known well outside the region as a place to relax, visit the
beach, fish, swim etc. Those that choose to live along the Dutton Way have chosen lifestyle
and wellbeing over urban living and industry.

•

The area contributes to the economy through tourism as has been seen to grow in recent
years – and will continue to grow…as long as the area retains its natural/rugged beauty.

•

Dutton Way is a tourist drive upon entering & exiting Portland that many locals and tourists
choose to travel along, simply to avoid the industrial and built-up areas that line other
pathways to Portland.

This planning application report seeks to diminish the importance of Dutton Way and its coastal
environment that is rich in cultural significance, settlement history, historic agricultural importance and
current/future potential tourism it offers to the Glenelg Shire and wider Victorian community.
13 ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS AND AMENITY
“Planning should strengthen the resilience and safety of communities by adopting a best practice environmental
management and risk management approach.
Planning should aim to avoid or minimise natural and human-made environmental hazards, environmental
degradation and amenity conflicts.
Planning should identify and manage the potential for the environment and environmental changes to impact on the
economic, environmental or social wellbeing of society.
Planning should ensure development and risk mitigation does not detrimentally interfere with important natural
processes.
Planning should prepare for and respond to the impacts of climate change.”

The potential environmental risks (Appendix K – ‘Sustainable Project Management’) clearly shows
that regardless of the available mitigation controls, many risks are not able to be reduced with over
50% retaining a ‘MEDIUM’ Residual Risk Rank, and several as ‘HIGH’. (Refer ‘Appendix A – Yumbah
Nyamat Risk Register’ in the document)
13.01-2S Coastal Inundation and Erosion
Objective – “To plan for and manage the potential coastal impacts of climate change.”
Strategies
“Plan for sea level rise of not less than 0.8 metres by 2100 and allow for the combined effects of tides, storm surges,
coastal processes and local conditions such as topography and geology when assessing risks and coastal impacts
associated with climate change.
In planning for sea level rise, an increase of 0.2 metres over current 1 in 100 year flood levels by 2040 may be used for
new development in close proximity to existing development (urban infill).
Ensure that land subject to coastal hazards is identified and appropriately managed to ensure that future development is
not at risk.
Ensure that development or protective works that seek to respond to coastal hazard risks avoid detrimental
impacts on coastal processes.
Avoid development in identified coastal hazard areas susceptible to inundation (both river and coastal), erosion,
landslip/landslide, acid sulfate soils, bushfire and geotechnical risk.”
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This proposal seeks to demolish and alter the existing protective seawall. The company also
opposes ‘sand-bypassing’ as has been stated in a report by Yumbah opposing a wharf construction in
South Australia;
“The greatest known detrimental impact on the marine environment of Smith Bay and Yumbah
Aquaculture’s operation comes from the acute and chronic sediment loads in Smith Bay as a
consequence of dredging to locate and maintain the wharf.”**
**IMPACTS OF A PROPOSED WHARF DEVELOPMENT ON THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT AND AN EXISTING ABALONE AQUACULTURE
FACILITY – By Dr. Paul McShane / Global Marine Resource Management P/L (April 2017) on behalf of ‘Yumbah’.

Several assumptions have been made in regard to this provision that require ongoing observation
and maintenance assumed to be conducted by Glenelg Shire. Each comment begins with “It is
considered the…” (refer to GHD’s ‘Scope and Limitations’ where they list several disclaimers about
the accuracy of this information and do not accept any liability for the “unverified information”!)

This area is subject to coastal inundation and limited opportunity for ‘low-impact’
activities (dwellings). A ‘high-impact’ activity that may cause detriment to the area
should not be approved!
13.03 FLOODPLAINS
13.03-1S Floodplain management
Objective- “To assist 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.

Strategies
“Identify land affected by flooding, including land inundated by the 1 in 100 year flood event or as determined by the
floodplain management authority in planning schemes.
Avoid intensifying the impact of flooding through inappropriately located use and development.
Locate emergency and community facilities (including hospitals, ambulance stations, police stations, fire stations,
residential aged care facilities, communication facilities, transport facilities, community shelters and schools) outside the 1
in 100 year floodplain and, where possible, at levels above the height of the probable maximum flood.
Locate use and development that involve the storage or disposal of environmentally hazardous industrial and agricultural
chemicals or wastes and other dangerous goods (including intensive animal industries and sewage treatment plants)
outside floodplains unless site design and management is such that potential contact between such substances and
floodwaters is prevented, without affecting the flood carrying and flood storage functions of the floodplain.”

The proposed site currently stores water during flood events and carries the excess water to the
West, through a wetland and into the ocean using the natural contours of the land. It also contains
various springs and a shallow water table that will be impacted by the proposed development.
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Annually, water flows from land to the East (Huxley Road is inundated annually) across the rear of
the sites facing Fergusons Road and Dutton Way, through this property and to the large concrete
outlet drains in the rockwall in front of the site, and to the West end of the Dutton Way, where a creek
bed used to naturally drain into the ocean (photo below). This area should be identified as a
waterway/floodplain and it would only be due to lack of resources that it hasn’t been identified as
such already.

Image supplied from local property owner (origin unknown). This photo shows the natural wetlands (subject site) in the background
and creek outlet.

This land should be thoroughly investigated (through impartial investigation) before allowing any such
development to identify the natural waterway. (12.02-1S Protection of coastal areas – “To recognise
the value of coastal areas to the community, conserve and enhance coastal areas and ensure
sustainable use of natural coastal resources. Maintain the natural drainage patterns, water quality
and biodiversity in and adjacent to coastal estuaries, wetlands and waterways.”)
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Image from adjoining property clearly showing flooded area/wetland on subject site. Photos taken 232/09/2018.

The images above clearly show the low-lying area on the site inundated with water. This area is
where the proposed buildings will be located by levelling the dunes to the South, and ‘filling’ the
swales that currently carry water along the centre of the site, across the back of Matheson St and out
to sea via the concrete drain pipes that were placed in the rockwall at the location of the original
creek outlet.
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13.05 NOISE
13.05-1S Noise abatement
Objective – “To assist the control of noise effects on sensitive land uses.”
Strategy“
Ensure that development is not prejudiced and community amenity is not reduced by noise emissions, using a range of
building design, urban design and land use separation techniques as appropriate to the land use functions and character
of the area.”

The current area has zero ‘industrial’ noise emissions typical of a coastal settlement area. The
reason people choose to live in this area is for the lifestyle and amenity the area provides. Many
reports have recently been published stating that even low-level noise can negatively affect a
person’s wellbeing. This proposal of “20 pumps encased in concrete bunkers running 24hrs per day”
will have a negative effect on the mental and physical health of the surrounding landowners, and
‘fend-off’ tourists/visitors to the area.
In the ‘Planning and Works approval – Odour and Noise Impact Assessment’ (6. Operational
noise assessment), GHD have produced extensive records of existing noise on site using noise
monitoring equipment although whilst all reports commenting on the context of the surrounding land
uses thus far have dismissed the ‘residential’ properties of the surrounding area and focussed on the
rural, and remote context - the noise impacts to the closest dwellings to the site have been assessed
using ‘SEPP-N1’ (MUA) receptors. This is defined as “applicable for sensitive receivers located in a
‘Major Urban Area’ (MUA), with potential impact from industrial noise.
Whilst this may align with the EPA mapping of the homes to the South as located in Portland’s NIRV
MUA boundary, it does not accurately reflect the homes that are located in this Rural Living Zone.
GHD’s report (at this point) suddenly moved from ‘agriculture’ in a “remote rural setting”– to an
‘industrial’ assessment on the boundary of a ‘Major Urban Area’ so that they could assess the impact
as if it were bordering an urban area, not rural. This is misleading and not ‘Best Practice’.
Assumptions regarding ‘background relevant area’ or “surf noise” also does not accurately describe
the location as it is a sheltered bay where although large waves are common, still nights where the
ocean is waveless is extremely common throughout the year. The area is well known for its (gar)
fishing and floundering, which are heavily reliant on still waters. To adjust the noise levels factoring in
“surf noise” would not result in an accurate outcome, as would addressing the many neighbouring
properties to the South as being in a ‘Major Urban Area’.
(6.4.3 Attended measurements at existing site)
The noise measurements in the report are based on the existing Narrawong site’s equipment. Whilst
I don’t question the results of these measurements (Table 13), the proposed Nyamat site will include
many more pumps of greater capacity, generators and equipment with 2000 concrete tanks (water
races?) that has not been clearly identified (Table 14) as being modelled under typical operational
use. I would challenge GHD to present an accurate model with all combined equipment running – to
represent the ‘actual’ noise output, with all 20 pumps in use (ie; 8,660lts per second), generator
running as it would during the many power outages per year, ‘water races’ and all water flowing
through the inlet and outlet pipes. Add to this the vehicular movement, feed delivery truck and site
noise of the many employees and that would represent an accurate ‘daily’ sound impact and no doubt
it would exceed all EPA levels.
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(6.4.6 Predicted noise levels)
GHD have made comments that the operational and cumulative noise levels are “predicted to be in
compliance” without any factual evidence. The report also states that there may be “non-compliance”
due to the presence of ‘noise characters’. This is based on a noise model that has not included all
noises from the site, including the low-frequency noise caused by the large volume of water travelling
through the many pipes that are proposed to be installed under the ground to extract seawater - just
metres from homes to the South.
Multiple sound/noise sources of identical levels, added together, results in an increased
sound/noise. Background relevant area noise cannot simply be defined using an assumption that
there is always “surf noise” as this is not the case – especially for most still nights that are enjoyed by
the residents of Dutton Way.

The health and amenity of the adjoining property owners (especially those that own
homes to the South of the site) will be severely affected by the constant noise from
this facility.
(7. Construction noise and vibration)
The proposed longevity of the construction process, with increased noise, dust and wind-swept sand
displacement (this site is situated on a sandy dune system) will adversely affect every adjoining
property owner, every person whom travels along Dutton Way and also negatively affect Portland’s
tourism for a period of 4 years. Currently there are very little controls in place for construction noise
controls as identified in the report. Combined with the proposed excavation of crown land and
roadway in multiple stages, increased construction traffic, noise and dust levels, this proposed
construction duration and effect it will have on the surrounding area is not appropriate, nor ‘valueadding’ to the area.
Furthermore, both the operational noise levels and construction noise levels are shown (in the report)
to extend into the ocean. This location is an identified Southern Right Whale nursery where 2 whale
calves were born this year (2018). Appendix F clearly shows 9 scenarios and the output levels the
impact the noise this development (including construction and operation) will have on the immediate
area, and ocean. This will be detrimental to the health of the surrounding community, and potentially
alter the extremely iportant migratory pattern and birthing of the SRW, identified as starting to “recolonise” this historical habitat after local whaling all but removed them over a century ago.
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13.06 AIR QUALITY
13.06-1S Air quality management
Objective – “To assist the protection and improvement of air quality.”
Strategies
“Ensure that land use planning and transport infrastructure provision contribute to improved air quality by:
•

Integrating transport and land use planning to improve transport accessibility and connections.

•

Locating key developments that generate high volumes of trips in the Central City, Metropolitan Activity Centres
and Major Activity Centres.

Providing infrastructure for public transport, walking and cycling.
Ensure, wherever possible, that there is suitable separation between land uses that reduce air amenity and sensitive
land uses.”

“There are no anticipated air quality or odour issues associated with the operation of the
development” (GHD)
“Air quality during the construction phase of the project would be managed via the implementation of
a construction management plan.” (GHD)
In the ‘Planning and Works approval – Odour and Noise Impact Assessment’ (5. Odour
assessment – 5.1.1 Victorian Planning), GHD has defining the proposed development as not
‘Seafood Processing’. The report (incorrectly) refers to “Clause 52.10 of the VPS”, whereas the
separation distances are listed in the EPA’s publication 1518 – where it clearly stipulates;
“This guideline seeks to protect sensitive land uses from odour and dust by taking into account the
potential impacts of industry encroaching on sensitive uses and the potential impacts of sensitive
uses encroaching on industry.” (Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions –
Guideline. Publication 1518)

The ‘separation distance’ (buffer) for a “Seafood processor” or “Rural Industry handling, processing
or packing agricultural produce” is 500 & 300m respectively. These definitions in fact are the most
accurate representation of the proposed facility as a seafood processing facility and simply cannot be
substituted with a zero value. The production of the live abalone although typically not odorous
(depending entirely on the cleanliness of the site), requires handling and processing, removal,
packaging and transport of deceased stock, waste removal/packaging of disused feed & effluent etc.
and storage of effluent (sediment ponds) – this aligns with ‘Seafood processing’.
Using method 1 (in particular to the properties within the MUA (Major Urban Area) to the South – a
buffer of 500m should apply from the outer edge of the emission source (sediment ponds, pump
housings) to the property boundaries. (refer image next page…)
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From – ‘Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions – Guideline. Publication 1518’

GHD have not applied ‘best practice’ to their assessments and assumptions (EPA Publication 1517.1
‘Demonstrating Best Practice’) and have summarised noise outputs based on the MUA boundary,
whilst it is obvious that this is a rural/residential setting. They have also factored the calculations
based on ‘their’ interpretation of the planning provisions and ‘made-up’ their own EPA separation
distances.
This facility will produce in excess of >200 tonnes of seafood annually (in fact over 1000 tonnes), yet
the report has assumed that this “industrial” development can avoid the necessary separation
distances and has assumed a ‘zero’ separation distance from sediment ponds, pump housings,
infrastructure and buildings.
(5.1.3 Project specific criteria)
The author also quotes the EPA publication 1518 with relation to odour;
“**Note: For food and beverage manufacturing producing less than 200 tonnes of product per
year, no separation distances are specified. For these cases, EPA recommends there is no visible
discharge of dust or emissions of odours offensive to the senses of human beings, beyond the
boundary of the premises.”

This EPA comment is not relevant as the proposal is for a “seafood” producing
(processing) facility, and proposes to produce >1,000 tonnes per year. ‘Best Practice’
must apply!
GHD’s comments in their report simply dismisses that the surrounding site reflects a residential zone
moreso than a rural zone, and should be assessed as such. To both ‘play-down’ the relevant
‘seafood processing’ type of impact the industrial facility proposes, and also ‘dismiss’ the obvious
amenity of the residential buildings in such close proximity to the subject site in order to reduce the
setback to zero is extremely misleading and misstates the obvious impact the proposed development
will have on surrounding land uses.
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(5.3.2 Potential site odours)
GHD’s comments in regard to having “similar infrastructure” to the Narrawong facility does not reflect
the obvious difference in scale as the proposed facility will be vastly larger than the Narrawong facility
with a much higher output, nor the fact that there are hundreds of residents living in close proximity to
this site. Odours and air-borne particles/dust cannot be mitigated effectively in order to ensure the
amenity of the surrounding homes are not affected. The admission that the odour was apparent from
both the ‘mortalities bins’ and from ‘waterfowl’ droppings is refreshing (possibly not the appropriate
word!), as I’ve personally smelled this on numerous occasions whilst walking along the beach to the
West of the Narrawong facility when the wind direction comes from the East. The increased amount
of seagulls and excrement that is deposited around the existing site is also apparent and will be
increased with the proposed effluent treatment (sediment ponds) attracting large amounts of
seagulls.
(5.3.4 Water bird odour)
GHD assume that the “minor odours” will not attract more seagulls. This is an inaccurate and
unsubstantiated assumption. Fig 9 (shown below) of the report shows a small amount of seagulls at
a wastewater pond at Narrawong. The proposed facility intends on constructing much larger
‘sediment ponds’ that will, without question, attract scores of seagulls. Although the image (Fig 9)
shows only a handful of birds, the amount of seagull excrement on the tarp in the background clearly
shows evidence of many more birds. Neighbouring homes will be covered in seagull faeces, and
relying on water harvesting from their roofs - without access to reticulated water supply, will create an
extremely high health risk to the occupants and tourists staying in the many holiday rentals along
Dutton Way.

‘Planning and Works approval – Odour and Noise Impact Assessment’ - Fig 9. (GHD)
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In Summary to the ‘Odour Assessment’ (Section 5)
The ‘Odour Assessment’ that has been provided in this report does not reflect the impact on the
many adjoining residential properties nor the wider community and significance of the coastal area.
GHD have proposed a ‘zero buffer’ to the proposed ‘aquaculture’ facility. ‘Aquaculture’, is defined in
the Merriam-Webster dictionary as “the cultivation of aquatic organisms (such as fish or shellfish)
especially for food”. This proposed use of this facility – if it were to receive a permit, industrial in
scale and construction, would ‘produce and process ‘Seafood’(abalone). The surrounding site,
although not ‘residential’ by zone definition, is a long-standing ‘residential settlement’ dating back
over 100 years with future residential growth potential as one of the very few beach-front settlements
left in Victoria.
GHD has made very simplistic assumptions of the existing (Narrawong) site. The proposed Dutton
Way facility is expected to produce over 5 times that of the existing Narrawong facility’s output. GHD
have admitted to the obvious smells and increased seagull activity faeces upon visiting the
Narrawong site, yet they have not accurately addressed the size and scale of this proposed
operation. Whilst the comment re; daily retrieval, freezing and disposing of the dead abalone “at
either the local municipal landfill or a suitable rendering facility” may offer some consolation to the
neighbouring residents, it is simply moving the odorous, degrading biowaste to another location.
The size of the ‘sediment/settlement (effluent) ponds’ refer to a large area where “disused feed and
effluent” will be exposed to the air. This site is commonly known for its strong North Westerly winds
that are directed across the front of the hillside and across the low-lying area where this facility is
proposed. There is no possible other outcome other than the smells and airborne dust being directed
East over the many homes that rely on quality rainwater harvesting from their roofs. This has been
historically documented with other industrial sites such as Pivot and the Port of Portland, where (postdevelopment) planning controls had to be introduced to mitigate, and address the air pollution, whilst
these companies still maintain EPA compliance. GHD have mentioned in (5.3.4 Water bird odour –
Mitigation) that “all ponds and retention basins being covered in a bird mesh”. This is not reflected in
any of the supporting drawings, including rendered 3d images of the ponds showing a ‘water-like’
surface. To completely cover all ponds would be impractical for the required daily maintenance,
checking and removal of solids and potentially a mitigation measure that the company haven’t
explored how to implement prior to producing this document.
In addition to the ‘post-development’ odours and air-borne concerns, a ‘Construction Management
Plan’ should not be conditional in this instance as the proposed “4-year construction stage”, including
all excavation on the site, will disturb the fine sandy soil, creating airborne sand/dirt particles that are
not easily mitigated in this area due to the high winds and the fine particles the soil contains. The
proximity of this development (especially the scale of the excavated footprint) to the surrounding
homes will most certainly cause deterioration of potable water supply over the lengthy construction
period proposed.

The development does not meet the necessary requirements of the EPA’s separation
distances, nor does it meet the EPA’s ‘Best Practice’ guidelines.
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13.07 AMENITY
13.07-1S Land use compatibility
Objective – “To safeguard community amenity while facilitating appropriate commercial, industrial or other uses
with potential off-site effects.”
Strategies
“Ensure the compatibility of a use or development as appropriate to the land use functions and character of the area by:
•

Directing land uses to appropriate locations.

•

Using a range of building design, urban design, operational and land use separation measures.

This location is not “appropriate” for such a large-scale (industrial-sized) facility. There has been no
attempt by the company to separate the constructed elements from surrounding residential properties
– including locating large pumps, ponds and reflective solar panels against property boundaries. The
buildings and infrastructure required for the operation of the facility (including pipes leading under the
road, adjacent to properties and into the ocean) has been designed with little, or no regard to
surrounding rural and residential properties.

This proposal is not “appropriate to the land use functions and character of the area.”
Neither current, or historically as the following images show.

Image showing the rich agricultural land the subject site offered over a century ago. Photo supplied by Vern McCallum – (date
unknown).

Image from adjoining property to the North showing the rich agricultural land the subject site offers. Photo taken 27/09/2018.
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14 NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
“Planning is to assist in the conservation and wise use of natural resources including energy, water, land, stone and
minerals to support both environmental quality and sustainable development. Planning should ensure agricultural land is
managed sustainably, while acknowledging the economic importance of agricultural production.”
14.01 AGRICULTURE
14.01-1S Protection of agricultural land
Objective – “To protect the state’s agricultural base by preserving productive farmland.”
14.01-2S Sustainable agricultural land use
Objective – “To encourage sustainable agricultural land use.”
Strategies
“Facilitate the establishment and expansion of cattle feedlots, pig farms, poultry farms and other intensive animal industries
in a manner consistent with orderly and proper planning and protection of the environment.”

14.02 WATER
14.02-1S Catchment planning and management
Objective – “To assist the protection and restoration of catchments, water bodies, groundwater, and the marine
environment.”
Strategies
“Consider the impacts of catchment management on downstream water quality and freshwater, coastal and marine
environments.
Undertake measures to minimise the quantity and retard the flow of stormwater from developed areas.
Require appropriate measures to filter sediment and wastes from stormwater prior to its discharge into waterways,
including the preservation of floodplain or other land for wetlands and retention basins.
Require appropriate measures to restrict sediment discharges from construction sites.”

GHD does not address the significance of removing/altering the entire site from “productive farmland”
and ‘wetland’ to an industrial facility that doesn’t rely on the agricultural values of the site, or
surrounding agricultural land. This site is highly productive agricultural land as it retains its
grass/pasture for most of the year due to the very shallow water table and wetland. The land to the
East (noted as a potential site for future expansion) also is valuable agricultural land and floodwater
passage that will be lost through the earthworks and infrastructure, including the vast covering
hardstand this facility proposes.
The planning report correctly states “Pursuant to Clause 73.03 of the Glenelg Planning Scheme, the
proposed use is defined as ‘Aquaculture’ and sits within the Agriculture nesting group.” This proposal
however seeks to remove existing historic agricultural land (refer photos on previous page) by
converting the land to a ‘constructed’ facility that will rely heavily on the extraction and use of natural
resources (sea water) before returning it to the ocean at an altered state. It will also restrict natural
groundwater through loss of permeability and impact the natural flow of floodwater to the outlet to the
West.
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15 BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE
“Planning is to recognise the role of urban design, building design, heritage and energy and resource efficiency in
delivering liveable and sustainable cities, towns and neighbourhoods.
Planning should ensure all land use and development appropriately responds to its surrounding landscape and character,
valued built form and cultural context.
Planning should protect places and sites with significant heritage, architectural, aesthetic, scientific and cultural value.
Planning must support the establishment and maintenance of communities by delivering functional, accessible, safe and
diverse physical and social environments, through the appropriate location of use and development and through high
quality buildings and urban design.
Planning should promote development that is environmentally sustainable and should minimise detrimental impacts on the
built and natural environment.
Planning should promote excellence in the built environment and create places that:
•

Are enjoyable, engaging and comfortable to be in.

•

Accommodate people of all abilities, ages and cultures.

•

Contribute positively to local character and sense of place.

•

Reflect the particular characteristics and cultural identity of the community.

•

Enhance the function, amenity and safety of the public realm.”

Without delving into the individual clauses – this proposal does not in any way reflect the above
provision.
15.01-5S Neighbourhood character
Objective – “To recognise, support and protect neighbourhood character, cultural identity, and sense of place.”
Strategies
Ensure development responds to cultural identity and contributes to existing or preferred neighbourhood character.
Ensure development responds to its context and reinforces a sense of place and the valued features and characteristics
of the local environment and place by emphasising the:
•

Pattern of local urban structure and subdivision.

•

Underlying natural landscape character and significant vegetation.

Heritage values and built form that reflect community identity.

15.01-6S Design for rural areas
Objective – “To ensure development respects valued areas of rural character.”
Strategies
“Ensure that the siting, scale and appearance of development protects and enhances rural character.
Protect the visual amenity of valued rural landscapes and character areas along township approaches and
sensitive tourist routes by ensuring new development is sympathetically located.
Site and design development to minimise visual impacts on surrounding natural scenery and landscape features including
ridgelines, hill tops, waterways, lakes and wetlands.”
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Whilst the planning report acknowledges the proposed development “is expansive” and “will be visible
from some surrounding viewpoints”, it does not address the location of the development, nor the
reasoning for the entire low-lying area of the site to be developed without any vegetation, separations
from adjoining properties – or empathy for the natural values of the land.
The report refers to the aesthetic value of the proposed 50+ acres of buildings as “changed outlook
from some properties” (?) and also as a “less intrusive element within the coastal landscape than the
Portland Port and Alcoa Smelter”. This is clearly an admission of the industrial-scale development.
Firstly – the Port of Portland is an historic port that was established by Edward Henty 200 years ago.
The Alcoa Smelter was constructed in the latter part of the 20th century against much objection. Had
both of these been proposed in current times, they would have most probably not proceeded due to
the impact on the environment. This proposal would not simply ‘blend-in’ with these industries, but
add to their existing impact.

This is now 2018 and this large industrial development proposed in the centre of a
rural/residential landscape simply cannot be permitted!

15.02 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
15.02-1S Energy and resource efficiency
Objective – “To encourage land use and development that is energy and resource efficient, supports a cooler
environment and minimises greenhouse gas emissions.”
Strategies
Improve the energy, water and waste performance of buildings and subdivisions through environmentally sustainable
development.
Promote consolidation of urban development and integration of land use and transport.
Improve efficiency in energy use through greater use of renewable energy technologies and other energy efficiency
upgrades.
Reduce the urban heat island effect by greening urban areas, buildings, transport corridors and open spaces with
vegetation.
Encourage retention of existing vegetation and planting of new vegetation as part of development and subdivision
proposals.”

The planning report draws focus to the solar panels – which would reduce the environmental impact
of the electricity use – it does not address the ‘greening’ or ‘vegetation’ aspect of the proposal. The
main building (covered in a dark shadecloth roofing) will omit heat, as will the reticulated effluent
water from the open ponds into the ocean.
No attempt has been made to reduce the industrial footprint in order to provide vegetation to offset
the loss of the green pastures that the site currently contains. The supplied plans show some
indicative (possibly existing) vegetation along the roadside and some small sparse vegetation at the
‘staff car parking’ area. Commentary was made at one of the consultation sessions that “we will plant
trees along the boundary which will screen the site” however the application documents don’t show
this – so it would be safe to assume that there is no intention of ‘greening’ the site as the Narrawong
facility shows no sign of vegetation planting.

Page 32 of 53

Submission to Planning Permit Application - P18147
Wednesday, 28 November 2018

15.03 HERITAGE
15.03-2S Aboriginal cultural heritage
Objective – “To ensure the protection and conservation of places of Aboriginal cultural heritage significance.”
Strategies;
Identify, assess and document places of Aboriginal cultural heritage significance, in consultation with relevant Registered
Aboriginal Parties, as a basis for their inclusion in the planning scheme.
Provide for the protection and conservation of pre-contact and post-contact Aboriginal cultural heritage places.
Ensure that permit approvals align with the recommendations of any relevant Cultural Heritage Management Plan
approved under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006.

Portland and the surrounding area has a strong connectivity to its cultural heritage, in particular the
‘Gunditjmara’ land. This proposal (a ‘high-impact’ activity) seeks to level and destroy all historic
significance the site has, which will result in cutting a connection through a known culturally-rich
landscape. Understandably a CHMP will be presented supporting the proposal and addressing the
cultural archaeology required, although this shouldn’t provide license to demolish a significant cultural
landscape that was walked across for thousands of years prior to ‘white’ settlement.

Image above from http://glenelglibraries.vic.gov.au/historictreasures/stories/our-rich-indigenous-history

With Budj Bim being recognised as both National and World Heritage listed, it is more poignant than
ever to identify the significance of this area and the history it has for the local aboriginal people. The
Lake Condah aquaculture system was engineered tens of thousands of years ago, whilst the people
living over those many centuries would have travelled this land – in particular this site as it would
have provided a beach-access and cleared pathway around the coastline for the ‘Mt Clay Tribe’ and
many others.

The dunes that are to be levelled and swales filled are culturally significant as an
obvious path the Gunditjmara people would’ve travelled over thousands of years from
the hinterland to the beach’s edge and should NOT be destroyed for the sake of
industry…and profit!
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17 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
“Planning is to provide for a strong and innovative economy, where all sectors are critical to economic prosperity.
Planning is to contribute to the economic wellbeing of the state and foster economic growth by providing land, facilitating
decisions and resolving land use conflicts, so that each region may build on its strengths and achieve its economic
potential.”

17.03 INDUSTRY
17.03-1S Industrial land supply
Objective – “To ensure availability of land for industry.”
17.03-2S Industrial development siting
Objective – “To facilitate the sustainable development and operation of industry.” (1)
Strategies
“Ensure that industrial activities requiring substantial threshold distances are located in the core of industrial areas.”
Encourage activities with minimal threshold requirements to locate towards the perimeter of the industrial area.
Minimise inter-industry conflict and encourage like industries to locate within the same area.(2)
Encourage industrial uses that meet appropriate standards of safety and amenity to locate within activity centres.
Provide adequate separation and buffer areas between sensitive uses and offensive or dangerous industries(3) and
quarries to ensure that residents are not affected by adverse environmental effects, nuisance or exposure to hazards.

(1) A ‘Director’s Personal Guarantee’ should be provided by all company directors - and investors as
part of this application so that in an event where this facility cannot be sustained (for the many
reasons, economical, environmental, disease outbreak security etc.) they would incur all costs to
return the site immediately to its original/natural state. (refer ‘Anxious Bay’ offshore abalone
receivership, resulting in taxpayers incurring costs for ‘clean-up’)
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-11-13/failed-anxious-bay-abalone-farm-could-leave-taxpayers-with-bill/9139116

(2) If this development were to proceed, it would create a precedent where potential future industrial
developments could (and will!) develop the entire coastline using this as an example. This would be
devastating to the environment, amenity of homeowners, destructive to agricultural land and
furthermore destroy any future tourism potential Portland and the Glenelg Shire offers.
(3) The ‘Planning and Works approval – Odour and Noise Impact Assessment’ for this proposal
makes an assumption that this aquaculture facility (seafood production) is not categorised, therefore
assumes a zero separation and buffer area. This does not comply with the above strategy.
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17.04 TOURISM
17.04-1R Tourism - Great South Coast
Strategies
“Provide flexibility and opportunities for a diverse range of tourism development, including an increase in the supply of
appropriate accommodation and tourism infrastructure.
Provide for the sustainable management of regionally significant tourism attractions such as the Great Ocean Road, Great
Southern Touring Route, national parks, major inland waterways such as Lake Corangamite, key coastal assets including
Discovery Bay, and cultural heritage sites.”

This provision is not discussed in the planning application report. Portland is identified on
‘www.visitgreatoceanroad.org.au’ in the following comment - “Delve into history and get back to
nature in this thriving city by the sea.”
Dutton Way, and further along Fergusons Road, provide the majority of Portland’s holiday
accommodation and ‘sea-side’ visiting and accommodation experiences with;
•

Two caravan parks – ‘Dutton Way Caravan Park’, ‘Henty Bay Beachfront Holiday and Caravan
Park’ – the latter provides individually owned/managed sites for holiday accommodation.

•

‘Allestree Beach Holiday Units’,

•

‘Portland Bay Lodge’.

Dutton Way, Fergusons Road, Keillers Beach Road, Huxley Road contains many holiday homes that
are used for either the owner’s personal holiday accommodation, or leased as holiday rentals. During
warmer periods, these homes are typically filled – increasing the daily traffic along Dutton Way, as is
the increased tourist traffic at Frank Lodge Lookout.
With the extreme shortage of rentals in Portland and surrounding area (including holiday rentals), this
clause is extremely important for the protection of future tourism accommodation growth in Portland.

This area is the only (and last) residential land with close proximity to the ocean and
beach in the entire shire, and should be protected from any industrial development
that will reduce (remove) the potential supply of “appropriate accommodation”
Portland has to offer for both long-term residents and tourists that wish to stay here.
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19.03-3S Integrated water management
Objective – “To sustainably manage water supply, water resources, wastewater, drainage and stormwater through
an integrated water management approach.”
Strategies
“Plan and coordinate integrated water management, bringing together stormwater, wastewater, drainage, water supply,
water treatment and re-use, to:
•

Take into account the catchment context.

•

Protect downstream environments, waterways and bays.

•

Manage and use potable water efficiently.

•

Reduce pressure on Victoria's drinking water supplies.

•

Minimise drainage, water or wastewater infrastructure and operational costs.

•

Minimise flood risks.

•

Provide urban environments that are more resilient to the effects of climate change.

Integrate water into the landscape to facilitate cooling, local habitat improvements and provision of attractive and enjoyable
spaces for community use.
Facilitate use of alternative water sources such as rainwater, stormwater, recycled water and run-off from irrigated
farmland.
Ensure that development protects and improves the health of water bodies including creeks, rivers, wetlands, estuaries
and bays by:
•

Minimising stormwater quality and quantity related impacts.

•

Filtering sediment and waste from stormwater prior to discharge from a site.

•

Managing industrial and commercial toxicants in an appropriate way.

•

Requiring appropriate measures to mitigate litter, sediment and other discharges from construction sites.

Manage stormwater quality and quantity through a mix of on-site measures and developer contributions at a scale that will
provide greatest net community benefit.
Provide for sewerage at the time of subdivision or ensure lots created by the subdivision are capable of adequately
treating and retaining all domestic wastewater within the boundaries of each lot.
Ensure land is set aside for water management infrastructure at the subdivision design stage.
Minimise the potential impacts of water, sewerage and drainage assets on the environment.
Protect significant water, sewerage and drainage assets from encroaching sensitive and incompatible uses.
Protect areas with potential to recycle water for forestry, agriculture or other uses that can use treated effluent of an
appropriate quality.

The planning application report (incorrectly) addresses this in ‘19.03-4S Stormwater’ (Pg 28) –
including inaccurate quotations of the required strategies, possibly from another planning scheme
that this information has been derived from?
The report does not address the expanse of ‘non-permeable’ land that currently disburses much of
the rain and floodwater into the ground. A large amount of stormwater pollution will be discharged
into the bay through both the rainwater catchment/retention, and through the 2000 open troughs that
will mix and discharge the saltwater and freshwater into a condensed outlet area – causing detriment
to the reef ecosystem.
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It is clearly not the role of the ‘Glenelg Shire Council’s drainage engineers’, and ‘Glenelg Hopkins
CMA’ to make an assessment on the environmental impact of the proposal without reasonable,
accurate and sufficient documentation of not only a comparison against the existing Narrawong
facility, but a detailed and engineered response of how the large volume of stormwater, floodwater
and groundwater can be effectively retained and dispersed into the ocean when combined with the
facility’s operational ‘used’ water, and the risks associated with that concentrated amount of water
being directly pumped onto the marine ecosystem.

A conditional permit must not be granted allowing a development of this scale to
address the large volume of storm, food and ground water that will exit this site into
the marine environment – not to mention the affect it will have on the existing
waterway and groundwater supply that is naturally fed through the absorbsion and
surface flow of the low-lying land.

What Do Coral Reefs Need to Survive?
Clean water: Corals are sensitive to pollution and sediments. Sediment can create cloudy water and be
deposited on corals, blocking out the sun and harming the polyps. Wastewater discharged into the ocean
near the reef can contain too many nutrients that cause seaweeds to overgrow the reef.
Saltwater: Corals need saltwater to survive and require a certain balance in the ratio of salt to water. This is why
corals don’t live in areas where rivers drain fresh water into the ocean (“estuaries”).
https://coral.org/coral-reefs-101/coral-reef-ecology/what-do-coral-reefs-need-to-survive/

Increased nutrients from both the discharged salt and freshwater – combined with the increased
water temperature of the discharged water will adversely affect the reef corals, marine ecosystem
and provide an environment for ‘exotic marine pests’ that are brought in through ship’s ballasts. This
is currently addressed by the EPA, and in a ‘Policy Impact Assessment’ on ‘Protecting the Victorian
Marine Environment from Marine Pests’ the following statement is made;
“Successful development of this industry (aquaculture) relies on a clean and diverse natural environment.
Disease and predators, including marine pests and pathogens from ballast water discharge or other activities,
threaten the sustainability and growth of aquaculture and fisheries in Victoria.”

The proximity of this development to the “worlds largest woodchip export port”
(amongst other shipping movements that require significant ballast discharge),
combined with the large volume of ‘increased stormwater runoff and mixture with sea
water’, ‘nutrient-rich (albeit treated via settlement) effluent’ and ‘increased water
temperature’ that will be discharged onto the reef does not provide for a satisfactory
risk for both the marine ecosystem, nor the company’s stock.
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Again - the planning application report (incorrectly) addresses the following clause in ’21.01-10 Rural
Living Areas’ (Pg 28) – including inaccurate quotations of the required strategies, possibly from
another planning scheme that this information has been derived from?

21 MUNICIPAL STRATEGIC STATEMENT (listed under 4.3.1 of GHD’s planning application report)
21.01-2 Key issues and influences
Environmental and Landscape Values
•

“Protecting the Shire’s significant coastal landscapes, rural landscapes, significant waterways and wetlands and
Red Gum woodlands.

•

Protecting and conserving the Shire’s biodiversity including the Red Gum woodlands, waterways and wetlands,
intertidal areas and lagoons and coastal areas.

•

Improving the presentation of the Shire, particularly its coastal, rural landscape and heritage assets.

•

Protecting and enhancing items, places and areas of natural and cultural heritage.”

Environmental Risks
•

“Ensuring industrial uses, particularly industrial uses in Portland, meet State Environment Protection Policies on
air quality, odour and noise.”

Natural Resource Management
•

Protecting the Shire’s waterways and wetlands from inappropriate development and retaining natural drainage
corridors with vegetated buffer areas in order to perform their long term function as drainage areas, and stream
habitat wildlife corridors.

The 4 key themes of the Council Plan are to achieve the following;
•

“Engaged, healthy, connected and proud community: A community where we belong, we can actively participate
and are positive about the future.”

•

“Diverse Economic Base: A thriving economy full of opportunities and resilience.”

•

“Manage and sustain our natural and built form assets: A Place where our livelihoods and quality of life
complement our natural and built assets.”

“Govern in a responsible and responsive way: A community that trusts us to deliver in their long term best interest.”

Portland is an ‘industrial town’ by definition to many - and is physically surrounded by
industry which in-turn provides (record-levels) low unemployment. The need to
protect the environment and preserve lifestyle has never been more important if
Portland is to achieve the “long term best interest” of the community, and entire Shire.
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21.01-2 Key issues and influences
The key planning issues facing Glenelg are focused around nine strategic themes and link to other Clauses within the
Municipal Strategic Statement:
21 MUNICIPAL STRATEGIC STATEMENT
Settlement
•

Facilitating urban growth in and around existing towns and settlements in order to ensure:
o

Use of growth boundaries which encompass existing and projected residential, industrial and rural
residential development for the next 10 to 15 years.

o

Enhancing the approaches to towns and main street presentation so as to improve presentation
and to facilitate tourism.

o

Protecting heritage buildings, precincts, landscapes and areas of cultural significance through the
consistent application of conservation policies.

o

Strengthening the network of towns and services and the diversification of land uses as a basis for
local wealth creation.

o

The provision of rural residential development only where it is linked to an existing urban area, where
it does not impact on land capability, productive agricultural land use or water quality and where it can
be serviced by infrastructure and make a positive contribution to the use of facilities and services
within nearby towns.

•

Setting aside land for long term residential, industrial and port-related needs and ensuring that incompatible
uses and developments are effectively buffered from each other and that their potential impacts are
managed.

•

Protecting residential amenity and providing land for future residential areas taking into account the
need for housing choice.**

•

Identifying and enhancing Portland’s industrial precincts and preparing Development Plans for three major
precincts, including:
o

Precinct 1 – North Portland Industrial Precinct

o

Precinct 2 – Central Portland Employment Precinct

o

Precinct 3 – Madeira Packet Road Employment Precinct.

Environmental and Landscape Values
•

Protecting the Shire’s significant coastal landscapes, rural landscapes, significant waterways and wetlands and
Red Gum woodlands.

•

Protecting and conserving the Shire’s biodiversity including the Red Gum woodlands, waterways and wetlands,
intertidal areas and lagoons and coastal areas.

•

Improving the presentation of the Shire, particularly its coastal, rural landscape and heritage assets.

•

Protecting and enhancing items, places and areas of natural and cultural heritage.
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Environmental Risks
•

Managing the risk from bushfire.

•

Managing risk from flooding to property and buildings due to high rainfall events, storm surges along coastal
areas and sea level rise.

•

Managing risks from climate change impacts such as hotter and drier conditions, storm surge and inundation
through sea level rise.

•

Soil degradation arising from contaminated land from industrial and agricultural activities and erosion and
landslip.

•

Ensuring industrial uses, particularly industrial uses in Portland, meet State Environment Protection Policies on
air quality, odour and noise.

•

Decreasing the spread of dry land salinity and preventing its spread southward as the Shire experiences drier
conditions in the future.

Natural Resource Management
•

Sustainable land use, land management and the protection of natural resource assets to ensure the continued
economic performance of the primary industry sector.

•

Realising the potential of the Shire to support and develop the timber industry for employment and sustainable
land management.

•

Protecting the Shire’s waterways and wetlands from inappropriate development and retaining natural drainage
corridors with vegetated buffer areas in order to perform their long term function as drainage areas, and stream
habitat wildlife corridors.

The planning application report completely disregards the ‘Municipal Strategic
Statement’ of the Local Planning Policy Framework.

Image above from the ‘Vern McCallum Collection’ showing drain on the subject site – 315 Dutton Way.

Page 40 of 53

Submission to Planning Permit Application - P18147
Wednesday, 28 November 2018

21.02-10 Rural Living Areas (the correct clause, not ‘21.01-10’)
“Glenelg Shire supports rural living areas on the outskirts of Dartmoor, Allestree, Dutton Way, Gorae and Bolwarra.
These areas support mainly large residential uses but also include niche agricultural businesses.”
Key issues
“Provision of appropriate services to rural living areas.”
“Managing interface of rural living areas and agricultural areas to minimise conflict with commercial agricultural operations
and ensure residential amenity is protected in these areas.”
21.02-11 Objectives
•

“To encourage infill development throughout the Shire within rural living areas that is appropriately designed and
sited to ensure that the potential for land use conflict is minimised and residential safety and amenity is
protected.”

The reports states that “the development has been appropriately designed and sited to minimise off site impacts on
surrounding residential uses.” This does not address the clause in any detail. The proposed ‘industrial’ development (as
GHD refer to it in the EPA report and supporting documents) does not visually, nor environmentally represent an
‘agricultural’ use. The proposed infrastructure not only conflicts with the surrounding rural living area, but would also
adversely impact the amenity of surrounding homes and the safety of the occupants through increased traffic, and
intended demolition of the ‘rockwall’ that is highly important for the safety and security of the entire Dutton Way
community.
21.02-12 Strategies
•

Encourage population growth within the existing rural areas where appropriate.

•

Ensure buildings are sited, designed and constructed to reduce the risk to human life from bushfire and where
possible minimise the impact on vegetation.

The planning application states in the initial comments that this development will provide job growth
through employment, ‘assuming’ population growth.
Portland is currently the most industrialised town in the entire South West of Victoria - yet has not
seen any reasonable population growth with its vast industrial landscape…in fact the population has
slowly declined.

In order to sustain and grow a population, ‘lifestyle’ must first be addressed. also
attract people/families that ‘choose’ to live here – not just because it offers a job
opportunity.
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21.02-18 Biodiversity
“The Glenelg Shire has a wealth of natural resources of regional, national and international significance. Glenelg Shire has
a rich array of plant and animal species on land, waterways, wetlands and the sea - many of which do not occur anywhere
else in the world.
Many reserves in the Shire, often with wetlands, are known to have highly significant biodiversity levels. The foreshore,
cliffs and Nun’s Beach in Portland, Ess Lagoon in Casterton and the river areas in Heywood, Narrawong, Dartmoor and
Digby are prime examples of these highly diverse environments.”
Key Issues
•

“Protection and conservation of the Shire’s biodiversity, including native vegetation retention and provision of
habitats for native birds and animals.

•

Managing urban and rural impacts on coastal areas, waterways and ecosystems.”

21.02-19 Objectives
•

“To manage the Shire’s biodiversity and environmental values.”

21.02-20 Strategies
•

“Recognise, protect and enhance sites of significance for their specific biodiversity values.

•

Support environmentally sustainable practices and uses in rural areas.

•

Require development to be directed away from wetlands and rehabilitate township waterways to protect and
enhance sensitive ecosystems.

•

Improve natural habitats on public land and encourage revegetation on private land.”

The planning application report does not address this clause. This application does not meet the
above-mentioned ‘Key issues’, ‘Objectives’, and ‘Strategies’. Planning must consider the
environment, amenity of surrounding homes, cultural concerns and the adverse impact this
development would have on the existing “significant” biodiversity that both the wetland on the site,
and the Dutton Way “foreshore” provides.
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21.02-22 Coastal Management
Protection of coastal areas
“The coastal areas of the Shire are major natural, economic and environmental resources which need to be protected,
conserved, managed and developed in a sustainable manner. The coast also contains the Shire’s major concentrations of
population and industry. Some activities such as the Port of Portland are dependent on or gain an advantage from a
coastal location. The coast is also an important resource to Aboriginal people, in particular for traditional uses and
Aboriginal culture.
There are dynamic, complex and interconnected biological and physical processes at work in the Shire’s coastal areas.
Coastal areas in the Shire are susceptible to the effects of natural events, including sea-level rise. Good water quality is
important to marine ecosystems in coastal areas.
The Shire’s coastal resources should be managed to realise development opportunities while protecting the landscape
and environment.”
Key Issues
•

“Protection of the natural and cultural values of the coast.

•

Managing the use and development of the coast in a sustainable manner.

•

Ensuring the integrated management and protection of coastal areas.

•

Managing the pressures of land use and development in coastal areas, in particular the economic and social
values of sea ports, mineral and forest resources, agriculture, marine farming and fisheries to Glenelg Shire and
the legitimate aspirations of individuals and communities for allocation of space and resources in the coastal area
for these activities.

•

Protection of valuable fish nursery habitat for future fishing activities.

•

Ensuring good water quality for the Shire’s marine-based food industries.

•

Recognising the economic and social values of tourism and recreation in the coastal area.

•

Managing public access to and along the coast that is consistent with protection of natural coastal
values, systems and processes.

•

Managing activities, uses and development occurring outside coastal areas, which affect the coastal
environment.”

21.02-23 Objectives
“To protect and manage the Shire’s coastline as a ‘significant’ environmental resource and
long term public asset.”

Dutton Way currently provides a ‘lifestyle’ that the many property owners, and
thousands of visiting tourists each year enjoy. With the growing urban boundaries, it
is more pertinent than ever to realise that in order to ‘retain’ and grow population, a
balanced lifestyle is necessary.
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21.02-24 Strategies
•

“Prevent inappropriate development in coastal areas that is likely to prejudice the long term
environmental values of the coast.

•

Encourage landscaping and good design in the assessment of applications for buildings and works.

•

Liaise with other municipalities to ensure a coordinated approach to planning for coastal areas.

•

Ensure that coastal planning is coordinated with the strategies and action plans of the Western Coastal Board.

•

Managing public access to and along the coast that is consistent with protection of natural coastal values,
systems and processes.

•

Protect and maintain representative or significant natural ecosystems and sites of biological importance,
biodiversity and indigenous coastal flora and fauna.

•

Protect coastal sites and features of cultural and historic value.

•

Identify, plan and manage significant scenic coastal transport routes and associated facilities to ensure
sustainable benefits for tourism and recreation value and amenity.

•

Ensure future residential and commercial development in the Narrawong to Portland coastal area is consistent
with the capability of the land to manage and accommodate the development.

•

Ensure development proposals incorporate the revegetation of sites with predominantly indigenous species, land
management practices, the siting and design of houses and buildings which blend into the landscape, the
avoidance of linear development and the limiting of entry points from existing roads, particularly the highway.”

“Through the redevelopment of ‘discrete’ sections of the seawall, will enhance the protection of the
coastline.” (GHD) - this statement does not indicate the length (over100m) of demolished and
reconstructed rockwall, nor the significant amount of excavation required to lay the pipes in the
ground – where coastal, and groundwater inundation will be present. This poses an extreme risk to
the homeowners that rely on this rockwall for the security of their land and homes.
“The site can accommodate the proposed development providing adequate separation to surrounding
land uses and sensitive receptors and anticipated traffic movements.” (GHD) - this is based on a
‘zero’ separation although the ‘EPA Publication 1518’ states that a ‘Seafood Processing’ industry of
this size must have 500m separation.
The planning application report does not address the “long-term environmental values of the
coast” and the development proposes ‘easements’ (over 90m wide) projecting into the ocean with hivis buoys dotted along them to identify the location where Yumbah have taken claim to the ocean.
This is not appropriate in a coastal area that is one of only a small few locations where public access
to the beach and ocean is existing and not reliant on entering a coastal reserve. The sensitive
coastal environment will be heavily impacted (*through installation of 20x400m long, and 8x200m
long pipes) during construction, as will the long-term impact of the marine ecosystem with the
proposed water displacement.
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21.02-26 Significant landscapes
“Victoria’s coastal landscapes are some of the most spectacular in the country. These coastal landscapes and their
hinterlands are highly valued by the community for their visual, environmental and cultural qualities, and as well as being
productive agricultural land. The Shire contains various landscapes which have been recognised as being important to
protect for their environmental, cultural, social and economic significance. Landscape Character Areas of particular
significance within the Shire, as identified in the Coastal Spaces Landscape Assessment Study 2006 (CSLA), include the
Far West Coastal Hills, Discovery Bay Dunes and Hinterland, The Three Capes and the Portland Coast and Hinterland.”

“This subject land is not included within an area identified as a significant landscape.” (GHD) – This
statement is factually incorrect and the ‘CSLA’ not only provides a description of this area – but also
clearly shows this area as having “Local Significance” (CSLA - Map 2.9 South West Victoria).
The following text is clearly stated in the ‘CSLA’;
Vegetated Rises
Landscape Character Area 4.1: Wooded Hinterland and Mount Clay
With gently rolling topography incorporating the peaks of Mount Kincaid and Mount Clay, the densely forested
land in this Character Area is cleared in parts to accommodate hobby farms and pastures. Residential dwellings
spreading from the eastern edge of the Portland township also enter into the Character Area, however no major
towns exist within its boundaries. Some residential dwellings are set within often highly vegetated relict dunes
that roll down towards the ocean. Significant vegetation along roadsides and property boundaries filters views
that mostly lead to the low rises in the area, including the inland escarpment, an important feature of the
landscape that is dominated in height by powerlines towards the north.
Landscape Character Area 4.2: Portland Coast and Hinterland
The gently undulating hinterland in this Character Area is raised above the coast and extends to low coastal
cliffs and slopes that meet the flat foreshore. The rolling topography is punctuated at the western edge by
Mount Richmond which rises 200 metres above the surrounding pastures. The landscape is often cluttered with
built form and rural living. In other places it is dominated by large industrial structures, including the Portland
Aluminium smelter which is especially visible above the low coastal topography. Native vegetation has been
extensively cleared to accommodate pastoral land use, settlements and rural living, although indigenous coastal
vegetation and native bush in roadside reserves also exists.
Source – ‘Coastal Spaces Landscape Assessment Study – State Overview Report (2006)

Dutton Way is shown on the map as having “Local Significance” with the following commentary;
“It has been determined that every part of the Victorian Coast is at least locally significant”
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21.02-27 Objectives
“To protect and manage the landscape character and significance of the Far West Coastal Hills, Discovery Bay Dunes
and Hinterland, The Three Capes and the Portland Coast and Hinterland Character Areas.”

21.02-28 Strategies
Views and Vistas
Ridges and Hill Slopes
•

“Discourage the visual domination of buildings from ridge tops and visually prominent hill faces.

•

Minimise the visual prominence and intrusion of developments in coastal locations.

•

Encourage buildings or structures be set back from the foreshore, coast and natural coastal landforms.”

This development is an “expansive” and “industrial” (GHD’s own words) development that will visually
dominate the landscape when viewed from above (on the ridge top). The development has a
frontage of over 1km long – along a known tourist route – and potential/future ‘Great Ocean Road’
route.
The “natural coastal landforms” on the site are to be completely levelled to provide the flat surface
needed to install the 2000 concrete tanks, sediment ponds, buildings, roads and pump housings.
This does not satisfy any of the above-mentioned provisions in regard to ‘Views & Vistas’.

21.02-31 Climate change impacts
“Coastal and acid sulfate soils are known to occur within the municipality. If left undisturbed, acid sulfate soils are largely
benign. However, if disturbed, they can have a detrimental impact on the environment including the acidification of water
and soil, poor water quality, dissolution of soil, rock and concrete, and corrosion of metals.”
Key Issues
•

The protection of life, property and infrastructure from inundation.

•

Adapting to the impacts of a changing climate.

•

Managing the impacts of acid sulfate soils.

The seawall was installed as a necessary function to protect the properties along the coast. With
predicted rising oceanic water comes rising water tables. This site contains a water table that is very
close to the surface, and potentially contains Acid Sulphate as has been identified in similar locations
along waterways and wetlands. The proposed excavation and levelling would most probably disturb
the acid levels, causing severe detriment to the environment.
Any removal of the existing rockwall would potentially result in a catastrophic event where it could be
breached and coastal erosion, inundation occur. This is an ‘Extreme’ risk that cannot be adequately
mitigated against in a desktop report.

There is no private industry profit that warrants risking the homes, property and lives
of hundreds of people by removing a successful ocean-erosion barrier that has stood
the test of time for half a century!
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21.02-39 Floodplains
“Parts of the urban areas of Portland, Heywood Narrawong and Casterton are at the risk of fluvial (river) flooding from
rivers. Flooding can also occur from storm surge and sea level rise. The proper management of flood plains protects the
natural environment and properties located in areas subject to inundation. The filling of flood prone land can
significantly alter water flow within the floodplain.”
21.02-41 Strategies
•

“Ensure that areas identified subject to inundation are planned and managed to reduce flooding and risks to life,
property and infrastructure.

•

Identify land affected by flooding, including floodway areas, as verified by the relevant floodplain management
authority, in planning scheme maps. Land affected by flooding is land inundated by the 1 in 100 year flood event
as determined by the floodplain management authority.

•

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

This site should be identified as “land inundated by the 1 in 100 year flood event”. The ‘floodplain
management authority’ (Glenelg Hopkins CMA) should investigate this site prior to assessing the
documentation, as there is clear evidence of not only flooding, but also the existing (and historical)
waterway that runs to the outlet pipes in the rockwall to the West.
The planning application report does not address any wetland concerns in the report as it is
dismissed due to the possible lack of information and investigation that has been done on the site by
the relevant authority.

21.02-47 Noise and air
“The historical development of Portland has resulted in some industrial and residential areas being located adjacent to each
other. Greater care is now taken to ensure that there are adequate separation distances between residential areas,
including rural residential land and industrial activity. Land use conflicts have occurred throughout Portland’s industrial
zones and options for visual, dust, odour and noise attenuation will be given a high priority.
Air quality
“The State Environment Protection Policy recognises that where there are industrial air emissions, there may be unintended
emissions that must be anticipated and allowed for (even with good pollution control technology and practice). Equipment
failure, accidents and abnormal weather conditions are among the causes that can lead to emissions affecting sensitive
land uses beyond the boundary of the source premises.
Separation distances seek to avoid the consequence of unintended industrial air emissions. An adequate distance should
allow emissions to dissipate without unreasonable adverse impact on adjoining or nearby sensitive land uses.
Glenelg Shire Council has taken a proactive approach to manage potential amenity impacts within identified separation
distances. It is Council’s intention to give priority to the active management of identified separation distances to assist in the
medium to long-term retention and continued viability of existing employment generating activities. The management of
identified separation distances will also ensure that communities within close proximity to established industries and
facilities are protected from off-site impacts such as dust, odour and noise.”
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21.02-49 Strategies
•

“Ensure that any air emissions from new or expanded use and development do not unreasonably affect the
amenity of the adjoining land and sensitive land uses within the prescribed separation distances.

•

Provide buffers between new and existing industrial uses and residential areas in the form of open space, roads,
building envelope restrictions and substantially landscaped areas of private land to limit visual, dust and odour
impacts.

•

Discourage any encroachment of sensitive land uses within the recommended separation distances of
established or planned industrial areas or vice versa.**

**Note - This sets a precedent where, once this development is in operation, any further ‘rural’,
‘residential’, or even ‘public amenity’ development by the Glenelg Shire Council (ie; Crown Land
access to the beach, walking tracks etc.) within a prescribed setback of this, or proposed future
expansion of the facility, could be objected to on the basis of this clause by the owner of the industrial
facility!

**Refer 13.06 ‘Air Quality’ (Pg 25 of this document) for comments specifically relating to noise
and air pollution.

21.02-56 Water
“The Shire’s waterways and wetlands are a significant environmental resource which should be protected from
inappropriate development.
Significant wetlands and waterways should be retained as natural drainage corridors with vegetated buffer areas in order to
perform their long term function as drainage areas, stream habitat, wildlife corridors and landscape areas, and to minimise
erosion and reduce polluted surface runoff from adjacent land uses.
The Shire contains extensive ground water resources in deep and shallow aquifers that are used for stock and
domestic supplies.”

This provision has not been addressed in the report. The site is an ‘obvious’ waterway that although
has a very small drainage channel that is identified, also provides a larger catchment that adds to the
health of the ground water catchment.
The potential for saltwater pollution into the water table is extreme (pump failure, blockages, tank
leakages etc.) and should be thoroughly investigated before any consideration is made to this
application.
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21.02-87 Tourism
“Tourism is an increasingly important industry in the Green Triangle Region, with much activity focussed on the
coast, rivers and the national parks. Glenelg Shire has a range of attractions including fishing, cultural heritage, ecotourism, beaches, surfing, trails, national parks, and a series of festivals throughout the year. Portland is developing as a
tourism destination and is now seen as the western gateway to the Great Ocean Road and the eastern gateway for
the Limestone Coast. It has experienced significant growth in recreational fishing activity. Tourism plays a significant
role in the local economy. Portland has approximately 120 businesses that rely directly on tourism for the majority of
their business activity.”
Key Issues
•

Operating in a competitive market where there has been a decline in overall visitor numbers to Victoria.

•

The perception of Portland as a predominantly industrial area.**

•

Distance from Melbourne and separation from Great Ocean Road.

•

Lack of tourism infrastructure, particularly foreshore development, waterfront tourism and recreational fishing
facilities at Portland Bay.

•

The need to improve the quality of tourist accommodation.

•

Maximising opportunities in niche markets, including fishing and boating, bird watching, groups (such as school,
rowing, scouts) and cruise ship visitors.

•

“Portland is developing as a tourism destination and is now seen as the
western gateway to the Great Ocean Road and the eastern gateway for the
Limestone Coast.”

•

“Tourism plays a significant role in the local economy.”

•

“The perception of Portland as a predominantly industrial area.”**

This provision alone should deter any further ‘inappropriate industrial’ development as
Portland IS seen as an “industrial area”, which although necessary for ongoing
employment, should not define Portland.
Portland is much more than just an “industrial area”…it’s rich in; natural, cultural,
environmental and lifestyle potential that should not be simply covered by industry.
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21.02-89 Strategies
•

Support quality tourism uses, developments and experiences that link towns and tourism assets within
hinterland areas.

•

Enhance access to coastal and rural tourism assets via routes from the Princes Highway to attract people
to these areas.

•

Maintain and develop tourist routes, in particular, the coast roads and the Penola-Casterton Road which are
important for the development of the tourism industry.

•

Develop tourist product and facilities at Nelson and Casterton.

•

Maximise the Shire’s eco-tourism potential including off shore tourism and the existence of accessible ship
wrecks.

•

Encourage nature based tourism particularly focussed on The Budj Bim Heritage Landscape, Cape Bridgewater /
Discovery Bay Coast and the Lower Glenelg River and the Great South West Walk.

•

Improve the quality of tourism accommodation and expand accommodation types including self-contained
accommodation, farm stays, fixed eco/cabin accommodation and branded accommodation.

•

Improve road linkages and signage for the Portland to Nelson coastal link.

•

Support the development of the Portland Airport to attract more interstate and international tourists to the region.

•

Support tourism development based on facilities and attributes which recognise the area’s cultural and natural
heritage.

•

Support the development and expansion of tourist facilities, recreational activities and accommodation facilities.

•

Require coastal development to optimise tourism potential in a manner that recognises the sensitive
nature of coastal features and assets.

•

Support high quality tourist development that is conducive to the environmental attributes of the area and
enhances environmental and aesthetic values.

•

Support the holding of events to support tourism, such as the Upwelling Festival, the Wood, Wine and Roses
Festival and the Casterton Kelpie Muster.

•

Encourage cellar door and local produce tourism experiences.

•

Support the development of a maritime museum as a major tourism asset in the Portland Foreshore
Precinct.Support the development of the Portland Foreshore as a major tourist asset.

The Strategies mentioned above do not reflect this development and the community now want the
Glenelg Shire Council to not make the same historical mistakes that will continue to hold-back the
tourism potential and growth of Portland. The Portland community doesn’t need ‘more industry’, it
needs to focus on the Tourism strategies and begin to identify the open spaces that will contribute to
the growing need for tourism, and that will attract visitors to this area…as industry simply doesn’t!

21.02-91 Land Use and Transport Planning
The Traffic Assessment makes assumptions based on historic accidents in the area, and assumes
that this will remain static with the increased traffic at both the Frank Lodge Lookout (tourist lookout)
and Dutton Way (quiet residential road used by pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riding daily).
The data does not accurately represent the substantial increase in tourist vehicles, caravans, boats
etc. over peak tourism period for the Princes Hwy – or Dutton Way. It does not address the
increased foot-traffic of children, adults and pets along this road that ‘walk’ across and along Dutton
Way from the many holiday homes and accommodation places on the North of Dutton Way to the
beach. The Glenelg Shire Council currently has plans to construct a path from Portland to Dutton
Way – this is also not included in the calculations.
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The tables below (taken from the application report) clearly shows the inaccurate
assumptions made by GHD when assessing the guideline against the proposed
location and size;

This is a tourism
precinct with a high
recreational value.

The buildings are
‘grouped’, but with
minimal separation
distance to homes.

The Environmental
Risk matrix
(Appendix K) shows
many risks that
cannot be managed,
even after mitigation
controls are
implemented.

This comment is
misleading and a
“landscape plan” has
not been prepared
nor submitted with
the application (that
I’m aware of?)

The structures will be
clearly visible from
the Dutton Way and
overlooking homes.
Fill will be imported
to provide a
hardstand for the
2000 concrete
troughs.
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The development
requires levelling of
“foredunes” and is on
a site that is
considered to be at
risk of ‘marine
erosion.”

DOES NOT
COMPLY!

The proposed
location is adjacent
to Crown Land and
beach (Public
Location)
A CHMP cannot
justify the destruction
this development
would cause to the
culturally-significant
cultural area.
The existing roads
will not
accommodate the
increased traffic
during visitor traffic
peak times.

This has not been
addressed in the
application
documents and any
site lighting will
negatively affect the
surrounding amenity.

This has not been
approved by EPA –
so false ‘compliant’
assumption made.
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In Conclusion;
GHD have provided a ‘Planning Application Report’ and ‘Works Approval Application’ (EPA) that is
incomplete, contains factual and grammatical errors, and makes inaccurate assumptions of the
surrounding area, traffic and environment in order to support what is an inappropriate development,
especially for the proposed location – including dismissing their own supporting documents (re;
environmental risk matrix).
This application should not be approved as it would cause detriment to the amenity of the
surrounding residents and land uses, which the ‘Rural Living Zone’s’ main purpose is to protect from
industrial impacts. It also would inadvertently cause a precedent where the State Government,
Glenelg Shire and Port of Portland could be held legally responsible by Yumbah (or future
commercial owners) for the damage caused by the necessary sand-bypass, and proposed beach
regeneration/nourishment.
The Environmental risks (over 160 including construction) are not mitigated to an acceptable level to
allow this development to be located in such close proximity to homes, swimming beaches,
agriculture, marine ecosystems, rural roads etc. This scale of aquaculture is ‘unprecedented’ in
Australia, and although we must be open to expanding our industries – we must also be very
conscious of the appropriateness of location and potential impact that it would have for the future,
regardless of the success of the facility, or (even more probable) once/if the development ceased to
operate due to unforeseen global, or local - economical or environmental reasons.
Yumbah is an ‘Australian-owned’ company - yet this scale of development, if approved would be an
attractive, lucrative investment for overseas investors. Land adjoining the site to the East is already
in the hands of Chinese property developers (from a reliable source), and those financing will
potentially be non-local. This concerns me as many of the supporters of this development are simply
supporting the local ‘Managers’ and employees. Ownership of the proposed ‘Nyamat’ facility could
result in it being sold to ‘offshore’ investors, which would change the entire ‘local’ perspective and
support of this development.
Although I feel that this scale of industry would have a damaging impact on any marine ecosystem, it
is possible that a more ‘remote’ location along the coastline where it would not cause an adverse
impact to the amenity of the surrounding residents would possibly be suitable. A larger, remotelocated site so that it’s not so concentrated, with pipes that can be separated to allow a more suitable
water-mixing area away from a recognised ‘sand-bypass’ area, and future beach replenishment area
would be more suitable for this ‘industrial-sized’ (test-subject) development.

Regards,

“We abuse land because we regard it as a commodity belonging to us.
When we see land as a community to which we belong,
belong, we may begin to use it with love and respect.
respect.”
- Aldo Leopold
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Submission to a Planning Permit Application
Planning and Environment Act 1987
Submitter’s Details:

Details of Permit Application
Applicant Name: Yumbah Aquaculture
Application Number: P18147
Description of Proposal: Use and development of land for an aquaculture facility, associated building and
works, car parking, alteration of access to a Road Zone Category 1 and removal of vegetation
Description of Land: Lot 1 and 8, 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra and Lot 2 Princess Highway, Bolwarra

Submission Details:
Dear Glenelg Council
As an advocate of sensical economic development, particularly that in regional areas, I can see the significant
benefits of the proposed development from Yumbah Aquaculture. Unfortunately though, on balance, these
benefits would only be realised with a permanent and substantive cost which is unfortunately far more
significant than those proposed benefits. There are many considerations to this proposed aquaculture
development that must be considered however the proposed location for the development is undeniably
compromised and frankly inappropriate and therefore cannot be allowed to go ahead.
It is up to the EPA to assess the environmental impact however the risks associated with disruption to the
ecology of the area are very high. Concerns regarding the impact to noise, water discharge, tidal impacts, and
the potential for aquatic disease can be extremely difficult to remediate and can cause major permanent
environmental damage.
I am a frequent visitor to Portland and have been staying regularly on Dutton Way for more than 15 years. I
love the place. It is a spectacular blend of ocean and earth. With a lovely coastline and rolling hills the
backdrop to a beautiful vista. The impact to this vista from the development of a 45.9 hectare parcel of land
zoned for rural living is unquestionable and unwanted.
In the proposal from Yumbah, it is noted that there is a concern regarding the Visual amenity - Views will be
impacted and /or destroyed. Residents near the Frank Lodge Lookout will be impacted by glare from the solar
panels.
Yumbah state, “The proposed footprint of the farm will not block sea views, Yumbah would establish native
vegetation screens to reduce overlooking onto the farm. Solar panels are specifically engineered and designed
to maximise solar absorption and eliminate glare.”
This action does not address the issue and it is a token gesture remedial action offered that will not alleviate
the impact of the imposition created.
In addition to the impacts to the vista, the impact on local residents and holiday makers such as myself is
profound. This farm is proposed to be located within just 9 metres of adjoining homes. For the home owners
of property between the proposed development and the beach, the impacts would be severe. The impacts of
noise and odour are likely not to mention the impacts on these residents during the construction period. There
is no compensation tabled for the devaluing of property in adjoining and the surrounding area.

Ultimately it is very disappointing that an initiative which brings a lot of positive potential is proposed in a
location which is unfortunately inappropriate. It is too close to neighbouring residents and would create a
visual eyesore and potentially aural and olfactory negative impacts to the local area.

Kind regards

Date: 28/11/18

Abalone farm development
Application Reference number: P18147
We have lived at

since 1991 and I have lived in Portland all my

life.
I write in support of the project. I have been involved in the seafood industry as a
fisherman and industry representative for most of my career.
We would look directly over the farm towards Narrawong and I believe it would have a
similar visual impact as a blue gum plantation. The abalone farm is not a multistorey
building blocking the view.
At our level in the landscape we look over the Dutton Way to the Bay, not the land
below which is mostly swamp.
After visiting the existing farm many times over 20 years it has been operating, I refute
the many claims made by opponents.
There is no discernible smells in the area. No noise from the electric pumps. We have
not observed swimmers or fishermen using the Dutton Way beach area as has been
claimed.
The existing farm has not interfered with the area used by whales in season.
Local job creation by the project would be huge. Yumbah is 100 per cent Australian
owned.
The Company has proven their system can be profitable given a suitable location.
So many projects that have been on the agenda for Portland’s growth have failed.
Having lived in Portland all my life it would be a tragedy to not support this project.

November 27, 2018

RE: P181147 – Yumbah Nyamat proposal.

I am a part time employee at Yumbah. I started working when I was still at school. Working at
Yumbah is a great job with a lot of variety. My other job is working on a dairy farm. I enjoy both jobs.
I have no qualifications except a good attitude and an ability to work hard.
I have enjoyed being part of the events Yumbah is a part of including running in the Narrawong
Mouth 2 Mouth.
I think Yumbah Nyamat will be a great opportunity for more kids like me.
From

